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Many of our colleagues think we
ought to continue to ‘“‘borrow” from
the highway trust fund to make the
budget look better than it really is. We
have a chance to say no to that kind of
“sleight of hand” next week. Spending
money for the purpose we tell tax-
payers we’re collecting it for is one of
the kinds of tax relief that taxpayers
will appreciate. One of our priorities
should be ““truth in taxing.”

IN RECOGNITION OF STUDENT
MEMBERS OF THE “KICK BUTTS
CONNECTICUT” CAMPAIGN TO
END YOUTH SMOKING

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Madam Speaker, |
rise today to pay tribute to a great
bunch of kids who are sitting in the
gallery this morning with their parents
and their advisers. These students are
all members of the “Kick Butts Con-
necticut” campaign, which | started 2
years ago to help combat smoking in
my home State. They are true heroes,
acting as antismoking peer counselors
for school children.

Madam Speaker, |1 do not have time
in 1 minute to talk about all their
many accomplishments, but |1 would
like to acknowledge them each by
name: Rhiann Hinckley from Memorial
Middle School in Middlefield; Emily
Parmenter also from Memorial Middle
School in Middlefield; Josh Zelem from
Amity Junior High School in Bethany;
Lindsey Norman from Amity Junior
High School in Orange; and Chika
Anekwe from Wooster Middle School in
Stratford. Two additional students who
made the trip down to Washington but
have already returned to Connecticut:
Dan Lerman from Amity Junior High
in Bethany and Shannon Mason from
Hamden Country Day School in Ham-
den, Connecticut.

Madam Speaker, | salute these young
people for their creative efforts, for
their hard work, and for their dedica-
tion in the fight to reduce youth smok-
ing. Every single day they are saving
children’s lives and we are all very
grateful and we are all very proud.

FOREST RECOVERY AND
PROTECTION ACT OF 1998

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House resolution 394 and rule
XXIIl, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2515.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2515) to
address declining health of forests on
Federal lands in the United States
through a program of recovery and pro-
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tection consistent with the require-
ments of existing public land manage-
ment and environmental laws, to es-
tablish a program to inventory, mon-
itor, and analyze public and private
forests and their resources, and for
other purposes, with Mr. COLLINS in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. SMITH) and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) each will
control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
| yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, the Forest Recovery
and Protection Act of 1998 is the result
of some 14 months of listening and
learning and fact-gathering. It is the
result of seven hearings in which we
heard from a broad array of people
across this Nation, including sci-
entists, academics, State foresters,
professional associates, environmental
groups, wildlife organizations, citizens,
community leaders, elected officials,
organized labor, the forest products in-
dustry and the administration.

Beyond the hearing process, the com-
mittee has worked exhaustively with
minority Members, northeastern Re-
publicans, hopefully all Members of
this body to refine the bill to broaden
support for what we believe is a very
necessary and a very reasonable initia-
tive. We extended a hand and we
worked with those who have expressed
concerns with the bill and we were
willing to work in good faith to find so-
lutions.

I am delighted to stand here today
and to tell my colleagues that because
we have collaborated with these con-
cerned parties we have a stronger bill
and one that truly represents, we be-
lieve, diverse interests. Here are just a
few of the groups, by the way, that sup-
port this bill: the AFL-CIO, the United
Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners
of America, the National Association
of Counties, the Society of American
Foresters, the National Association of
State Foresters, the National Associa-
tion of Professional Forestry Schools.

But despite our best efforts to in-
clude all interests in crafting this leg-
islation, there are those of course who
have elected to remain outside the
process rather than coming to the
table to seek solutions. Unfortunately,
because they have not been engaged,
there are some misunderstandings
about this bill, which | would like to
clear up.

There are a number of people who are
talking about this bill, about what it is
not. | would like to explain to them
about what the bill does. It is a five-
year pilot project providing a timely
and organized and scientific strategy
to address the chronic conditions of
our national forests. The bill estab-
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lishes an independent scientific panel
through the National Academy of
Sciences to recommend to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture the standards and
criteria that should be used to identify
which national forests are in the worst
shape and where restoration efforts are
needed most.

The public then provides input on the
standards and criteria which the Sec-
retary publishes. Based upon the stand-
ards and criteria, the Secretary then
determines which forests have the
greatest restoration needs and allo-
cates amounts to those forests. On-the-
ground forest managers then begin
planning projects to restore degraded
and deteriorating forest resources.

I have been hearing information to
the contrary, so | want to make this
clear to everyone in this assembly.
These projects must comply with all
applicable environmental laws. This
legislation does not in any way limit
public participation under existing
laws and regulations. More than that, a
full, open, public process must be con-
ducted by all recovery projects. All
project planning, including analysis of
environmental impacts, must comply
with NEPA, the National Environ-
mental Policy Act. Recovery projects
must be consistent with land and re-
source management plans, plans that
have been analyzed by NEPA and have
been deemed consistent with environ-
mental laws and regulations. There is
no short-circuiting, circumventing or
limiting of laws. Public process or judi-
cial review anywhere in this bill are al-
ways protected.

So those who oppose 2515, the origi-
nal bill, must oppose current environ-
mental laws and regulations. Those
who oppose this bill must oppose re-
storing fish habitat. They must oppose
reducing the threat of epidemic levels
of insects and disease. They must op-
pose replanting trees and stabilizing
slopes after catastrophic events, and
they must oppose reducing the risk of
wildfire.

Those who oppose this bill say the
forest health crisis is a myth, that for-
est health is an excuse to log our na-
tional forests. Of course, not every acre
in the National Forest is degraded or
deteriorating, but over the last decade
an enormous body of scientific lit-
erature has been generated about our
degraded, deteriorating forest re-
sources. Scientists agree that our for-
ests are ‘‘outside the historic range of
variability,” and that active manage-
ment is necessary in some areas to
begin to return forests to their historic
conditions.

The Chief of the Forest Service has
said that there are some 40 million
acres of National Forest at unaccept-
able risk of destruction by catastrophic
fire, and listed these sources: the Inte-
grated Scientific Assessment for Eco-
system Management in the Interior Co-
lumbia Basin says, ‘““We found that for-
ests and ecosystems have become more
susceptible to severe fire and outbreaks
of insects and disease’; the Southern
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Appalachian Assessment states, ‘‘Sev-
eral tree species in the Southern Appa-
lachians are at risk of extinction or
significant genetic loss because of ex-
otic pests’’ and ‘‘lack of active manage-
ment in other stands has led to devel-
opment of dense understories, and to
the senescence of overstory trees of
some species’’; the Sierra Nevada Eco-
system Project states, ‘‘Fire protection
for the last half century has provided
for the development of continuous
dense forest stands which are in need of
thinning to accelerate growth, reduce
fire hazard, provide for more mid-suc-
cessional forest habitat and yield of us-
able wood.”’

Well, there is no question about it in
my mind and all others that this is an
essential bill. ““Active management’’ is
a term that is frequently distorted. Ac-
tive management could be creating in-
stream structure for fish habitat. It
could be planting native grasses to sta-
bilize the stream bed; it could be plant-
ing trees near a stream to provide
shade to reduce stream temperatures;
and yes, it could also be cutting trees
to prevent the spread of insects and
disease or reduce the risk of cata-
strophic wildfire.

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that
the Forest Service is in some state of
catatonic immobilization in that the
direction; and the goals of the Forest
Service are somehow hidden, and direc-
tion is essential, which certainly this
legislation does. The Forest Service, |
believe, needs emergency care here to
help them direct resources in this Na-
tion to protect this very valuable re-
source.

On-the-ground managers are confused
and frustrated with their missions.
While environmental laws, no question
about it, have shut down logging, par-
ticularly in the Pacific Northwest,
please give us an opportunity to nur-
ture and care for this resource. To let
it burn is huge waste; to let it burn
means we lost all the environmental
issues that we all deem important; we
lost stream bank protection, we lost
the resource, we lost wildlife, we lost
all of those important issues to all of
us in the West for some 250 years.

Will this legislation answer all the
questions? Of course not. This is a
moderate, meager, bipartisan effort to
answer some of the problems and some
of the forests that are in the worst con-
dition in this Nation. We think that
this will give the Forest Service the di-
rection necessary and again, | reit-
erate, abide by every environmental
law in this land.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 2515, the Forest Recovery
and Protection Act. H.R. 2515 creates a
5-year national program that requires
the Secretary of Agriculture to iden-
tify, prioritize, and conduct recovery
projects. This program includes public
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notice and comment before any money
is allocated to the local forests for re-
covery projects. Once they reach the
local level, all projects will go through
the appropriate environmental review
before any work is performed on the
ground.
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In the past, forest fires burned tim-
ber stands on a regular basis, purging
the forest floor of the sickly trees and
other undergrowth that fuel cata-
strophic wildfires and hinder the devel-
opment of mature disease resistant
trees. Throughout the 20th century,
Federal agencies have worked to extin-
guish virtually every fire. This is for
good reason, as uncontrolled fires
threaten lives and property.

However, allowing forest overgrowth
to accumulate contributes to the cur-
rent tinderbox conditions and reduces
habitat for deer and other wildlife. Not
fighting fires, however, is not the cure-
all some assume. With so much accu-
mulated fuel, prescribed burning, in-
tentionally setting fires or allowing
naturally occurring ones to burn is a
real risk. All too often fires intended to
rehabilitate a forest grow outside their
boundaries, destroying millions of
acres of healthy green trees as well as
wildlife, watersheds and other critical
parts of the ecological system.

In short, fires reduce the number of
uses our forest lands with support. Cur-
rent moves toward hands-off policies
which are applauded by extremists pos-
ing as environmentalists fail on several
levels, including preventing cata-
strophic natural events like uncon-
trolled wildfire and insect infestations.
Policies based on neglect also prevent
us from protecting a full range of
threatened and endangered species and
reducing atmospheric carbon dioxide
emissions caused by fires. By abandon-
ing active forest management, includ-
ing timber harvesting in our national
forests, we are condemning them to a
cycle of unnaturally overcrowded,
unhealthy tree stands which serve as
poor habitat for native species and de-
prive Americans of quality wood prod-
ucts and a vibrant rural economy.

Proper management of our forests is
as important to Members from south-
eastern districts as it is to those from
the Pacific northwest. My district, the
Sixth District of Virginia, is home to
large portions of the George Washing-
ton and Thomas Jefferson National
Forests. Teams of natural resource spe-
cialists, including the Forest Service,
EPA, the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission, and the Fish and Wildlife
Service, assessed the health of forest
lands, including the George Washing-
ton and Thomas Jefferson National
Forests, in the Southern Appalachian
Assessment. These experts noted the
following. Several tree species in the
southern Appalachians are at risk of
extinction or significant genetic loss
because of exotic pests. Lack of active
management in other stands has led to
the development of dense understories
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and to the senescence of overstory
trees of some species. That is the
Southern Appalachian Assessment.

By not managing our forests, we are
in fact mismanaging them. | urge all
Members to support H.R. 2515, the For-
est Recovery and Protection Act. This
bill abides by all applicable environ-
mental laws and forest plans, creates a
5-year program to address forest
health, creates a scientific advisory
panel to help administer the national
program, requires audits of the pro-
gram and ensures that foresters have
the access to the best and most current
data. Most importantly, it enables the
Secretary immediately to conduct for-
est health projects in those areas
where there is sufficient science to
move quickly. | strongly urge passage
of this legislation.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Oregon (Ms. FURSE).

Ms. FURSE. | thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time. Mr. Chair-
man, | would like to talk today about
this bill, the so-called Forest Recovery
and Protection Act. We are going to
hear a great deal about forest health
today, so | want my colleagues to know
that one of the reasons our forests are
so unhealthy is because of clear-cut-
ting. This bill is a straightforward at-
tack on natural resources. It is an at-
tack under the guise of forest health.

I would like my colleagues to think
back to those days in the last Congress
when we passed the salvage logging
rider. Do you remember it? Well, | do.
I remember the piece that 60 Minutes
did revealing how bad policy led to the
worst environmental mistakes of this
decade. Let us not repeat the mistakes
of the salvage rider. The bill before us
would disrupt local partnerships, local
community efforts to restore sensitive
habitat. This bill is a Washington, D.C.
answer, not a local answer. We have
people working together to solve these
problems and this bill will disrupt it.

We have heard talk about the hear-
ings. My governor, the governor of Or-
egon stressed that active management
in our national forests should avoid
areas such as roadless areas, old
growth stands, fragile watersheds and
sensitive fish habitat. H.R. 2515 would
not avoid those areas. My governor has
given us good advice. Let us follow it.
This bill is based on the premise that
these forests are unhealthy and that
logging is the cure. | would again point
out this picture. Logging created the
problems, in some places clear-cutting.
Over 100 scientists oppose this bill.
They say that increased logging will
not cure a forest’s ills.

I join with many groups today oppos-
ing this bill. The League of Conserva-
tion Voters has said that they will
score this bill. The President has sent
us a message that he will consider
vetoing this bill. The other people who
are opposing the bill are Taxpayers for
Common Sense, the Presbyterian
Church, the Methodist Church and the
League of Conservation Voters. Join
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them, my friends, join them and vote
no on H.R. 2515. This is a bad idea.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. BARRETT).

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, | rise to support the
Forest Recovery and Protection Act
and to praise the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. SmiTH) for his dedication to
forest health issues and things that
have bedeviled Congress for many
years. | also want to commend the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) for
his willingness to work with our chair-
man and for his leadership on this spe-
cific issue. Many of my colleagues per-
haps do not realize that Nebraska is
the home of a national forest. Fortu-
nately, the Nebraska National Forest
does not have any major health prob-
lems. Neither is it threatened by de-
structive fires or infestation of disease
and insects. However, | know that
many of our forests in this country are
at code red levels. According to the
U.S. Forest Service’s own analysis, be-
tween 35 and 40 million of the 191 mil-
lion acres it manages is, quote, at an
unacceptable risk of destruction by
catastrophic wildfire.

I realize that some of my colleagues
oppose this bill. I wonder if they would
oppose it, however, if the town in their
district had an out-of-control fire rac-
ing right toward that community. We
are also going to hear many reasons to
support the bill throughout the debate.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to reit-
erate a few that | think are critical.
This bill is a timely solution to a very
real problem. It requires all decisions
made under a forest recovery plan to
comply with all Federal laws. It uses
an independent panel of forest sci-
entists to advise the Forest Service on
which forests are at greater risk. And
it requires the Forest Service to be ac-
countable for its performance. The bill
has undergone numerous changes, all
in an attempt to address specific Mem-
bers’ concerns.

Again | praise the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. SMITH) and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) for their
tenacity and willingness to work with
their colleagues. | think it is time to
accept the bill, Mr. Chairman. | urge
Members to support it. |1 think it is a
responsible solution to a very serious
problem that our forests face.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON).

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, today | rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 2515, the Forest Recovery
and Protection Act. This bill is the
product of seven hearings in the Agri-
culture Committee on forest conditions
in the United States, which included
witnesses from the administration, sci-
entists, academics, lawmakers, state
foresters, land managers, local elected
officials, environmentalists and the
forest products industry. This bill pro-
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vides a bipartisan plan for restoring
and protecting damaged forest re-
sources in all regions of the country.
H.R. 2515 requires priority recovery of
forest resources at greatest risk using
prescribed burning, insect disease con-
trol, riparian and other habitat im-
provement, reforestation and other ap-
propriate recovery activities. It oper-
ates in strict compliance with all envi-
ronmental laws and forest plans and
prohibits entry into wilderness,
roadless areas, old growth stands or ri-
parian areas and other areas currently
protected by law, court order or forest
lan.

P Additionally, this bill establishes an
independent interdisciplinary panel of
scientists to advise the Secretary on
how to identify and prioritize appro-
priate reforestation priorities for forest
resources that are either damaged or at
risk. It gives priority to recovery
projects conducted in areas where thor-
ough scientific assessments have been
completed. | think the Forest Recovery
and Protection Act is a sensible bipar-
tisan approach to improving and pro-
tecting our country’s most endangered
forest resources. | urge my colleagues
to support H.R. 2515.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. HERGER).

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Chairman, | rise to
speak in strong support of the Forest
Recovery and Protection Act. I have
the great privilege to represent a dis-
trict in northern California that in-
cludes all of or parts of nine national
forests. Historically, these forests were
filled with stands of large trees. The
forest floors were less dense and were
often naturally thinned out by fires
that would clean out dense underbrush
and would leave the big trees to grow
even larger. However, because of dec-
ades of aggressive fire suppression and
modern hands-off management prac-
tices, these forests have grown out of
hand, creating an almost overwhelming
threat of fire.

According to Forest Service esti-
mates, approximately 40 million acres
of the agency’s lands are at a high risk
for catastrophic fire. The cause of this
fire threat is an unnatural accumula-
tion of vegetation and small trees on
western forest floors. The U.S. Forest
Service estimates that the forests are
82 percent denser than in 1928. Dense
undergrowth combined with increas-
ingly taller layers of intermediate
trees has turned western forests into
deadly fire time bombs. Under these
adverse conditions, fire quickly climbs
up dense tree growth like a ladder until
it tops out at the uppermost or crown
level of the forest and races out of con-
trol as a catastrophic fire. Because of
its high speed and intense heat, a
crown fire has the capability of leaving
an almost sterile environment in its
wake with almost no vegetation, wild-
life or habitat left behind. We must
then ask ourselves, what habitat do we
have left if everything in the forest
burns?
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Mr. Chairman, the legislation of the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. SMITH)
takes a much needed first step in the
right direction toward prioritizing ef-
forts to restore forest health. This leg-
islation prioritizes areas at greatest
risk of destruction while working in
compliance with all environmental
laws and forest plans. It establishes an
independent scientific panel to ensure
that all activities are applied in a way
that improves forest health using the
best available science, not politics. It
establishes agency accountability for
on-the-ground results, and ensures fis-
cal responsibility by requiring annual
reports to Congress, and creates inde-
pendent audits of agency performance.
But most importantly, this legislation
creates incentives for the Forest Serv-
ice to make timely, efficient manage-
ment decisions before our forests burn
up.
Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to vote yes on the Forest Recovery and
Protection Act.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. MILLER).

Mr. MILLER of California. | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time. Mr. Chairman, | would hope that
we would reject this legislation. Yes-
terday we sat in the Committee on Re-
sources along with our colleagues from
the Committee on the Budget and the
Committee on Appropriations as mem-
bers sat stunned when they were told of
the deficiencies in the accounting sys-
tem of the off-budget funds in the For-
est Service. We were told that it is
some $215 million that the Forest Serv-
ice could not identify how it spends.
We were told by the IG of the problems
of the off-budget funds. Yet this legis-
lation now comes along and takes
money from one off-budget fund to put
it into another off-budget fund. It
takes it from a fund that is trying to
restore the forests from all of the dam-
ages of roads and constructions and
logging that has taken place in the
past and now puts that in to promote
salvage and thinning, a proposal that
this Congress and the administration
has turned down time and again. In
this legislation they removed the
words ‘‘salvage’” because they knew
they could not stand by them, but they
went right back to the legislation and
authorized the very same practices.
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It is those very same practices, both
financial and forestry practices, that
have caused the Secretary of Agri-
culture to say that he would rec-
ommend to the President a veto of this
legislation. It is those very same prac-
tices, both financial and forestry prac-
tices, that tell the League of Conserva-
tion Voters that they will score this
vote as an anti-environmental vote.

This bill is not necessary. This bill
engages us in the same old practices
that have brought us the disaster on
America’s forests. Time and again our
committee and the Committee on Agri-
culture and others have listened to the
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scientists that told us the forests that
are in the most trouble, the forests
that have suffered the most damage,
are those forests that have already
gone through the logging. The healthi-
est forests, the best forests in this
country, are those that have not gone
through the logging, and yet this legis-
lation would put us back into the same
old tired discredited forest practices.

We should not do that in this legisla-
tion, my colleagues. We should under-
stand that and reject this legislation.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. BOEHLERT).

(Mr. BOEHLERT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this bill. | want to
begin, though, by commending the
chairman, the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. SMITH). As always, he has proven
to be open to negotiation and has in-
deed made changes that do improve the
bill. But | have come to the reluctant
conclusion that this bill is simply too
flawed to move forward. The bill just
reaches more broadly than is necessary
to address the forest health problems it
is ostensibly designed to address.

Mr. Chairman, if the goal is to solve
fire and infestation problems, we ought
just to give the Forest Service addi-
tional funding and require them to
begin planning projects swiftly under
current rules and regulations. That is
the approach we took with the Quincy
Library bill which | helped negotiate, a
bill which passed the House with only
one dissenting vote. Instead, this bill
creates an elaborate new program that
could turn out to be just another log-
ging and road building program in dis-
guise.

Why are we so concerned about po-
tential abuse of this program? Are we
just suffering some sort of paranoia?
The answer is clearly no. The salvage
rider proved that programs that are
supposedly designed to deal with forest
health can turn out to be uncontrolled
large-scale timbering programs that
have nothing to do with forest health.

I am also concerned about moving
ahead with bills that purport to help
people but that have no chance of be-
coming law. | thought it was an axiom
of legislating that a bill cannot help
anyone if it does not become law. The
administration has said in no uncer-
tain terms that this bill would be ve-
toed. Every single environmental
group, without exception, vehemently
opposes this bill. If we are serious
about solving problems on the ground,
we ought to go back to the drawing
board and come up with a signable bill.

I have at the ready an amendment to
ensure that this program created by
the bill cannot be used as an excuse to
build new forest roads, and 1 will
strongly oppose any efforts to weaken
the roads language that is already in
the bill. I may also offer a substitute
that would turn this into a signable
bill with just a few changes. | think it
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is unfortunate that we are spending
time voting on a bill that will be ve-
toed instead of passing a bill that will
actually address forest health.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. STUPAK).

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me, and | thank him for his leadership
on this bill along with the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. SMITH) for their lead-
ership on this Forest Recovery and
Protection Act, which really is a good
bill that is used to address the prob-
lems of forest health in an environ-
mentally sensitive and scientifically
sound manner.

Many opponents here have argued
that the bill is not needed because the
problem with our forest health is just a
myth. Does that mean that millions of
acres are being destroyed by mythical
forest fires and outbreaks of disease? |
wish someone could tell me.

Know that in northern Michigan our
forests are not dying from disease, and,
no, our homes were not destroyed in
the wildfire. It was all just a dream
conjured up by the politicians in Wash-
ington. It is not. It is a reality.

The fact is that our forests are in
trouble, and it is not just a problem
with the forests out west. In the Great
Lakes, in my district, about half of the
90 million acres of jack pine in the Hia-
watha National Forest alone are highly
susceptible and are being destroyed by
jack pine budworm infestation.

Furthermore, a letter from the For-
est Service to my office dated April 23,
1997, states gypsy moth infestations
continue to be a problem for the people
of the State of Michigan. In fact as we
are debating here today, the gypsy
moths are destroying our forests in
northern Michigan.

Severe infestations can and are caus-
ing extensive damage and creating cat-
astrophic fire conditions. In Michigan
approximately 600 wild forest fires are
reported each year. Michigan’s Stephan
Bridge fire in 1990, just 1990, destroyed
76 homes and 125 buildings in just one
afternoon.

Mr. Chairman, these are real prob-
lems facing our forests, not myth. The
Forest Recovery and Protection Act is
a sensible approach to improving forest
health. The bill adheres to sound sci-
entific principles, is subject to all cur-
rent environmental laws and land man-
agement plans, and leaves the decision
with local communities by involving
Federal and State foresters and local
citizens in a process of identifying the
risk forest areas.

I thank the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM) and the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. SMITH) for bringing
forth this legislation, and I urge all my
colleagues to support this very impor-
tant bill.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
| yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. GILCHREST) who
has been an integral part of the nego-
tiation on this bill, and | thank him for
that.
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Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman from Oregon for
yielding this time to me, and | want to
emphasize the word ‘‘gentleman’ when
| say the gentleman from Oregon, with
capital letters.

Quickly, in response to one of my
earlier colleagues, | have drawn a con-
clusion that this bill represents the
best of the Quincy Library bill. The
Quincy Library bill brought this House
together in understanding the difficul-
ties of managing the Nation’s forests,
and we passed that bill. 1 think this
bill does the same thing.

Very quickly, | would like us to look
at the big picture here. This country
was founded on four very positive
things: democracy, character, an end-
less frontier, and an abundance of nat-
ural resources. Well, our resources are
diminishing quickly. Our frontier is
gone. Basically what we have left to
manage our resources for future gen-
erations, yes, hundreds of years in the
future, is democracy and character. We
have to rely on democracy and char-
acter.

What is the next frontier? It is an in-
tellectual frontier. An intellectual
frontier means we have to put aside
rancorous debate, personal prejudices,
sit together and discuss these issues in
as intelligent a manner as is possible
so that we can manage those few re-
maining resources for generations to
come.

Can we sustain logging, mimic na-
ture and protect biological diversity?
Yes, we can. Do we have the knowhow?
Yes, we do. How do we implement that
knowhow? The first step to implement-
ing that particular skill is through this
bill. Is this bill based on the best avail-
able scientific data? Absolutely with-
out question. Does this bill protect all
environmental regulations? Absolutely
without question.

What are some of the things this bill
does? It goes in and finds those areas of
the riparian places in our national for-
ests that are damaged, and we will fix
them. Soil stabilization, water quality
improvements, thinning, habitat im-
provement, et cetera, et cetera et
cetera; this bill does that.

The chief of the Forest Service said
35 to 40 million acres are in danger of
catastrophic fire, soil erosion, habitat
loss. So what do we do? Do we come up
to the plate and respond? The answer is
yes.

This is not about forest roads, it is
not about commercial logging, it is not
about clear-cutting. This is about fund-
ing a recovery program for our Na-
tion’s forests.

Is this bill more positive than nega-
tive? That is the question. More than
we can ever know at this point, this
bill is positive, and | urge my col-
leagues to vote yes.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. VENTO).

(Mr. VENTO asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
opposition to the bill. This measure is
predicated on a false premise, and that
is that there is a crisis. The fact of the
matter is that the problems that per-
sist in our national forests today have
persisted for some time, and the fact is
that as the forest chief had pointed out
in his testimony before the committees
that had hearings on this, that this
sort of concept of cutting it to save it
is inappropriate and ineffective.

The causes of what today is stated as
forest health are many. Part of it is
the fact that we have high-graded and
put inroads and in fact suppressed fires
in many cases, and then there has been
some fuel buildup. That is not going to
be solved by cutting down trees in the
selected areas. In fact, many other
problems have persisted in terms of
urban interface where people have
built, in the forest safety questions
persist. Cut down one area, you have
fire in another. So this bill and harvest
clearly is not the answer.

No, the Forest Service has the tools
to deal with forest health today. The
fact is, as | said, this issue has built up
over many decades. A 5-year program
is hardly even a start. The fact is that
this has to be premised and placed in
the responsibilities today of the total
Forest Service, not just in this narrow
bill that we have before us. And | sug-
gest as my colleagues go through the
details of this bill and look at the re-
quirements, there are a couple of re-
quirements that stick out that are not
now the basis on which the Forest
Service Policy and Law functions.

One, this legitimizes the low-cost
sales, so the fact is when one goes into
an area and makes the sale, the predi-
cate is instead of just the forest health
treatment, we know a lot of issues do
not make money, but this justifies fur-
ther below-cost sales. That is what it
does. Notwithstanding that, that is not
a consideration in this particular bill.
That is a requirements of this bill.

The other is that it suggests that we
look at what the economic impact is on
the community, and | think that that
is an important issue. We are all con-
cerned about helping our constituents,
but not at the expense of the public
taxpayer, not at the expense of losing
our forests.

The bottom line here is we are going
to lose the forest and we are going to
pay money to do it in terms of the tax-
payer. | urge Members to reject this
bill.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. HINCHEY).

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

This bill is not needed to address real
problems of forest health. The Forest
Service has now authority to take ac-
tions that are needed, such things as
prescribed burns, thinning, et cetera,
where the health of the forest requires
it and where there is a risk of wildfire.
The bill would establish a new, cum-
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bersome, bureaucratic administrative
process that is not needed.

The Forest Service financing meth-
ods and accounting systems have long
been a subject of criticism. Yesterday,
a joint hearing looked into those
issues. What we found was that there
were problems, but the Forest Service
is cleaning up that mess. This bill
would impede that process and make
matters worse.

First, it would divert money from a
road and trail maintenance fund at a
time when the service has a huge main-
tenance backlog, $10%2 billion, and put
it into a new recovery trust fund not
subject to appropriations. The fact
that that is not subject to appropria-
tions should set off a warning bell for
every Member of this House. How will
that money be used? Who will scruti-
nize it? What is the potential for abuse
and mismanagement?

Under the bill, any revenue from tim-
ber sales conducted under this plan will
be turned over to the States, not to the
Federal Treasury. This is a giveaway of
Federal resources and Federal money,
money earned from land that is owned
by all the people of this country. Imag-
ine if all the revenue from the Customs
levees at New York were turned over to
the State of New York. That is essen-
tially what is happening here.

We have heard that the bill has been
changed to reflect expressed concerns
about environmental impacts. It has
indeed been changed at the last minute
so that few people have had much time
to examine the new text, but the
changes have not in any way satisfied
environmental concerns. Although
most of the references to salvage have
been removed from the bill, the sub-
stance has not changed. The bill is
based on the premise that the best way
to protect the forest health is to cut
the forest down. The new improved bill
not only allows cutting in roadless
areas, cutting of large old-growth
healthy trees, but it authorizes cutting
in the name of so-called recovery if for-
est problems are merely anticipated or
that somebody thinks there might be a
problem at some time in the future.
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These practices are obviously ridicu-
lous. They would not be limited to the
size of the forest either. These are just
some of the reasons why this bill cre-
ates bad public policy and should be de-
feated.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
| yield 3 minutes to the gentleman

from northern California (Mr. Doo-
LITTLE).
Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, |

rise in strong support of the SMITH bill,
the Forest Recovery and Protection
Act of 1998. Let me assure my col-
leagues that our forests are in danger.
They are not in danger due primarily
to the existence of the forest roads,
which facilitate the proper manage-
ment of the forest, they are in danger
from the disastrous policies that have
been pursued just in the last few years.
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But, indeed, we could go back over sev-
eral decades and look at the cumu-
lative impact of the way we have sup-
pressed fires and allowed the tremen-
dous buildup of fuel in the forest.

These forests have to be managed.
The forests we think of as the idyllic
version back during the days of John
Muir were, in fact, managed forests. We
need to act now. The gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. SMITH) is right, this is a
critical point.

The greatest single danger to our for-
ests, at least in California, is the
threat of catastrophic wildfire. We
learned in testimony the other day
from the Forest Service and from other
experts in forestry, a couple of very in-
teresting facts.

Fact number one, for every live tree
that is harvested during a year, there
are three dead trees in the forest. Fact
number two, we add each year to the
forest four to five times the amount of
board feet of timber as we harvest.

Our forests are choked with over-
growth. Just like in our garden, we get
to a point with overgrowth, and we
start crowding out the desirable spe-
cies. We start crowding out life for a
lot of the plants that are growing
there. What we get is a tremendous po-
tential for forest fire. We need to adopt
the Smith bill. We need to treat now
while we can the issue of the over-
growth and render safer our forests.

Let me tell my colleagues, in my dis-
trict, we had a catastrophic forest fire
several years ago, the Cleveland forest
fire. To this day, the hills are barren.
There are tremendous problems with
erosion. Let me assure my colleagues,
if they care about the environment,
they will support this legislation.

The devastation that occurs from a
catastrophic forest fire exceeds any
devastation caused by other forms of
forest management activity. There is
no comparison. For that reason, we
must have the Smith bill. The condi-
tion of our forest demands it. | strong-
ly urge my colleagues’ support for this
legislation.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, how
much time do we have remaining on
both sides?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) has 14Y>
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. SMITH) has 4% min-
utes remaining.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Colorado (Ms. DEGETTE).

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in opposition to this bill. While | agree
that some of our forests are in trouble,
| actually think this legislation could
increase that trouble. The legislation
before us has been presented as a com-
promise, but this compromise does not
in any way address the fundamental
flaws that still exist in the bill.

The bill sets up a quick and dirty re-
view process in which timber is har-
vested under the guise of improving
forest health. Proponents have
trumpeted this legislation as based on
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science. Yet, no scientific consensus
exists for the perceived forest health
crisis. In fact, over 100 scientists have
signed a letter which directly disputes
this assertion.

Currently, the Forest Service has the
authority to undertake restoration
work on particular forests. Yet, this
bill would take that ability away, be-
cause it uses forest health as an excuse
to increase commercial logging by
minimizing forest analysis and deter-
mining the appropriate value of the
land. It sets up a separate account to
pay for this forest health program, fol-
lowing $30 million of receipts to the
States.

The current recipient of these funds,
the Forest Service, estimates that a re-
pair backlog of $10 billion exists for
maintenance needs. These funds are
needed to address legitimate and sub-
stantial ecosystem maintenance needs,
such as removing old roads that are de-
grading water quality and degrading
our forest. Yet, under this bill, the For-
est Service would not have access to
these much-needed funds, and the di-
verted money would allow States to
build new roads for the purposes of log-
ging.

Finally, this legislation does not for-
bid the use of money for new tem-
porary roads. So under the guise,
again, of forest health, this bill could
open up wide tracks of currently un-
spoiled forests to logging, wreaking
havoc on wildlife and decimating for-
ests for decades to come.

Mr. Chairman, building these roads
will not increase our forest health, it
will erode it; and for that reason, |
urge a no vote on this legislation.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Ms. STABENOW).

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Chairman, | am
a member of the House Committee on
Agriculture, and | realize the hard
work that has gone into this legisla-
tion. But | must, despite my great re-
spect for the chair and the ranking
member and the hard work they put in,
I must rise today to oppose this bill.
For many of the reasons that my col-
leagues have indicated, it is fundamen-

tally flawed.
We have three wonderful national
forests in Michigan. Yes, there are

management issues that need to be ad-
dressed, but they can be addressed.
They need to be addressed in ways that
do not include the fundamental process
under this bill.

What we have here is a Forest Pres-
ervation and Recovery Act that au-
thorizes money-making activities that
could actually hurt the forests. Under-
neath all of today’s discussion about
forest health, land management, sci-
entific panels of experts, and environ-
mental stewardship is actually a
money-generating provision that har-
bors the potential to do great harm to
our forests.

As has been indicated, the basis of
the bill is a provision that permits
commercial timber sales. The philo-
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sophical assumption in the bill is that
it is okay to cut down trees to save
trees; and | believe that that is wrong.

In addition, by establishing an off-
budget source of money, the incentives
are even greater for the USDA and the
Forest Service to seek revenue that is
free of the appropriations process. | be-
lieve the management of our most en-
dangered forest should be subject to
the oversight of Congress, not an off-
site revolving fund.

So as long as the bill contains this
provision where we are saying that, in
order to preserve and protect, we must
cut down, this is not the kind of provi-
sion that makes sense. It does not
make sense for Michigan forests. It
does not make sense for the country.

With this provision in it, | cannot
support the bill, and | would urge my
colleagues to vote no.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. ESHOO).

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
opposition to the Forest Recovery and
Protection Act of 1998. This legislation
is reminiscent of the infamous salvage
logging rider which suspended all envi-
ronmental safeguards to increase log-
ging on every national forest for 18
months on the grounds that it would
improve forest health.

| take issue with the bill’s definition
of forest health. The author of the bill
would have us believe that there is a
forest health crisis and that the only
way to alleviate the scourge that this
crisis will cause is for increased log-
ging.

A group of scientists from univer-
sities across the country, including the
home State of the author, have come
out in opposition to the bill and have
stated that there is no scientific con-
sensus that commercial logging is a
cure for particular problems to individ-
ual national forests.

Furthermore, the National Forest
Service has recently concluded that
the Nation’s forests are generally in a
healthy condition. While each region
does have a variety of health concerns
in need of attention, a listing of these
concerns should not be interpreted as a
description of forest health crisis.

I introduced the Act to Save Ameri-
ca’s Forests, and it is endorsed by over
500 scientists, and it defines forest
health as a forest which has a broad
range of native biodiversity. It would
protect native biodiversity in our Fed-
eral forest lands by abolishing clear-
cutting in Federal forests. It would ban
logging and road building in remaining
core areas of biodiversity in Federal
forests. It would protect the less than
10 percent of original unlogged forests
in the United States.

The bill before us today, Mr. Chair-
man, is overly broad in its definition of
areas in need of recovery. It does not,
unlike my bill, make roadless areas off
limits to logging. It lacks a clearly de-
fined limit on how recovery areas
would be managed, and it limits citizen
participation by giving the Forest
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Service broad discretion to take short-
cuts through environmental laws.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to oppose this legislation.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, what we have heard is
a myth. Nothing about this bill coordi-
nates with any of these speeches that
we have heard. The public is invited
twice in this bill to state their opinion.

We have a scientific panel of the fin-
est academicians in the United States,
11 of them, and they must be hydrolo-
gists, wildlife biologists, fisheries bi-
ologists, entomologist or pathologist,
fire ecologist, silviculturist, econo-
mist, soil scientists, and the State for-
ester. Does that sound like some sort
of effort to, in the name of salvage, to
cut down the forest?

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. MALONEY).

(Mrs. MALONEY of New York asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, | thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to
the Forest Recovery and Protection
Act. This bill starts with the assump-
tion that our national forests are sick
and diseased and, as a result, need
more clear-cutting.

This assumption is a myth. There is
no direct scientific evidence that our
national forests are suffering from ex-
cessive amounts of dead or diseased
trees. Tree mortality remains well
below 1 percent of live tree volume
throughout the country. This rate has
not changed in 40 years.

The bill attempts to save our public
forests by cutting them down. In my
book, cutting down a forest does not
save a forest. This mentality reminds
me of the idea behind the timber sal-
vage rider we passed last Congress.
Proponents of the timber salvage rider
claimed it would improve forest health.
Well, the trees were cut, but the pro-
ponents of the Forest Recovery and
Protection Act claimed we still have a
forest health crisis.

What we found was that the type of
logging advocated in this bill will cre-
ate problems rather than solve them.
Mr. Chairman, 95 percent of America’s
original forests have been cut down.
Just 5 percent remains standing, most-
ly on Federal lands, which is owned by
the American people.

Logging under the timber salvage
rider upset forest ecosystems by drain-
ing the soil of important nutrients. It
weakened the land, creating the poten-
tial for dangerous mud slides.

Instead of this legislation, Congress
should be working on the forest res-
toration bill like the one that my col-
league just mentioned, the Act to Save
America’s Forests. This legislation
would improve forests by prohibiting
clear-cutting and even aged logging
and other abusive practices on Federal
land. It would all save hundreds of mil-
lions of road building subsidies and pre-
vent dangerous mud slides.
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The Act to Save America’s Forests
would effectively shift our forest man-
agement focus from corporate profit to
protection and nurturing of our rare
and natural resources.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TURNER).

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Forest Recovery Protec-
tion Act, and | thank the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. SMITH), chairman,
and the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
STENHOLM) for their leadership on this
issue.

I represent a district in east Texas
that has four national forests. In fact,
all of the national forests that are in
Texas are located in the 2nd Congres-
sional District. | understand full well
the threats that our forests, our na-
tional forests, face today from mis-
management and lack of proper man-
agement. | think this bill takes a
major step forward in ensuring that we
will apply sound management practices
to our national forests.

We have a battle ongoing in this
country between the environmentalists
and those who support the sound for-
estry management practices and pres-
ervation of the forest. That really is
somewhat irrational because we all be-
lieve in the same thing.

The main difference is those of us
who support this legislation under-
stand that trees are renewable re-
sources and that we cannot have a
sound forest management plan unless
we have the tools necessary to manage
those forests.

This bill does not disturb any of the
wilderness areas that are specified by
existing law. In fact, it changes noth-
ing about existing laws that protect
our forests. It is a bill designed to en-
sure that those forests are there for the
future.

| appreciate the fact that this bill
dedicates the small revenues that will
come from the proceeds of any sales on
the Forest Recovery Act management
practices to the counties and the
school districts who depend upon those
funds for their school districts for their
children and to be sure that the agree-
ment that has been long-standing be-
tween the counties and the school dis-
tricts that have national forests in the
Federal Government are maintained.
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Because when national forces were
created they took property off the tax
rolls of those local counties, and it is
appropriate that those counties receive
some remuneration under the provi-
sions of the bill which they do.

I commend this bill to the House, and
I thank the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. SMITH) and the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) for their leader-
ship.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
what time remains, please?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. SMITH) has 4 minutes
remaining, and the gentleman from
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Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) has 4% minutes
remaining.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Montana (Mr. HiLL).

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, | want to
join with others in commending the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. SMITH),
the chairman of the Committee on Ag-
riculture, and the ranking member for
bringing forward this bipartisan and
common-sense proposal.

Mr. Chairman, we need healthy for-
ests, and all the experts agree that the
public forests in the United States are
in a serious and unhealthy condition.
Unhealthy forests create significant
fire hazards, and in the post-El Nino
period that we are about to experience
in the West, those are dry conditions,
and we have unprecedented buildup of
fields in these forests, and the fire haz-
ards are extraordinary.

I want to point out to my colleagues
that the fire hazards today in the West
are significantly higher than they were
10 years ago while Americans watched
as Yellowstone Park burned up. Cata-
strophic fires, Mr. Chairman, scar the
landscape, they erode critical topsoils,
they destroy wildlife and their habitat,
and they destroy critical spawning
areas. We cannot save the forests by
burning them down; we save them by
managing them, and that is what the
goal of this legislation is.

Mr. Chairman, | have heard in this
debate that this group or that group is
going to score our votes. Mr. Chair-
man, it does not matter to me how
those groups in Washington score my
vote today, it is how the people in the
Northwest and the people in western
Montana score my vote. It is their
communities that are at risk of de-
struction. The sportsmen and women
and fishers and campers and hikers and
berry pickers, they are going to be
scoring this vote because they want
healthy forests, because catastrophic
fires are going to destroy their oppor-
tunities to use and enjoy these forests.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to support this bill, protect the envi-
ronment, enhance wildlife, protect our
streams, save our communities, vote
“‘yes’’ on the Forest Recovery and Pro-
tection Act.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. BROWN).

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me this time. | have a little bit
more to say than | can say in this
amount of time, but | may take a little
time under the 5-minute rule to speak
further.

First, | want to commend the work
that has gone into this bill. 1 know how
hard the chairman and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) have
worked on it. | appreciate their point
of view. | do not agree with them, but
I think that they have made every rea-
sonable effort to accommodate dif-
ferences, and | want to commend them
for doing that.
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Mr. Chairman, my experience with
the forest goes back quite a ways. |
have been on the Committee on Agri-
culture for the last 25 years, and | have
been a member of the Subcommittee
on Forestry, Resource Conservation,
and Research for many of those years.
In my opinion, we established the prop-
er framework to protect the health of
the forests with the Forest Manage-
ment Act of 1976, | think it was. Unfor-
tunately, that act was never ade-
quately administered under the
Reagan-Bush years, and the purpose of
the Forest Service seemed to be to
maximize the amount of timber that
was cut, rather than to manage the for-
ests for forest health and for multiple
use, which is incorporated in the act,
as well as adequate provisions to pro-
tect all of the users and protect the
health of the forests.

We do not need this bill if we would
merely utilize the existing authorities,
which | do not think that we have ade-
quately; and since we do not need it, it
is not my intention to support it.
Frankly, | think the reason for intro-
ducing the bill is to make it easier to
cut the forests, which is not an ignoble
goal, and | sometimes share it.

| think that we have to be extremely
prudent. In California, our forest eco-
systems are not healthy. They need to
be managed to restore their health.
That management does not consist of
cutting any more timber off of those
forests, but it includes a much more so-
phisticated approach, based on a whole-
ecosystem type of management that we
have not been getting.

In my own district we have forest
areas which have been completely de-
stroyed, and they are getting worse,
not better. I would like to see us do
something about it, but it is not going
to consist of increasing the amount of
logging that we are doing there.

Mr. Chairman, for these reasons, |
would like to continue to work on the
committee and with the administra-
tion, which opposes this bill, as | pre-
sume has been mentioned, to strength-
en the existing management for the
creation of healthy forests and for
agreeing on some appropriate level of
logging which will contribute to the
health of the forests and to the econ-
omy of the regions. | think a good deal
of what is driving this bill is that in-
creased logging is important to the
economy of the region in many cases,
and that is driving action that | think
is inappropriate over the long run.

The CHAIRMAN. Each side has 2Y%
minutes remaining.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TURNER) a moment ago
made an observation that | hope was
not lost on the House. The gentleman
stated that forest trees are a renewable
resource. The intent of this legislation
was to recognize that in the same spir-
it the gentleman from California (Mr.
BROWN) just spoke in recognizing that
there are differences of opinion.
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Many times, | have come to the floor
on agricultural bills in which the same,
much of the same opposition to
science-based agricultural production
practices are opposed by those who be-
lieve that somehow, some way, we can
produce the abundance of food and the
quality of food and the safety nec-
essary of food supply at the lowest cost
to our people of any other country in
the world and do it without science and
technology.

The same is true for our forests, the
idea that we should not use the best
science available in order to preserve
and protect and utilize a renewable re-
source, because we will hear many
times this year the importance of hous-
ing. It is awfully important to a hous-
ing industry that we have a reliable
supply of timber.

Mr. Chairman, | would just make one
other observation. The House Commit-
tee on Agriculture, under the leader-
ship of the Chairman, invited all inter-
ested parties to participate in this dis-
cussion and debate. It was interesting
that the National Wildlife Federation,
the Defenders of Wildlife, the Environ-
mental Defense Fund, the Western An-
cient Forest Campaign, the Sierra Club
declined to participate in the hearings
or participate in discussions of how to
make this bill different or better.

Those who did participate and made
a better bill that we bring to the floor
today included the Northern Forest
Lands Council, the Rocky Mountain
Elk Foundation, the Black Bear Con-
servation Committee, the Nature Con-
servancy, the American Forests, the
International Association of Fish and
Wildlife Agencies, the Ruffed Grouse
Society, the Wildlife Management In-
stitute, and the Wilderness Society.

Now, to those | appreciate very much
their participation in crafting this bill,
controversial to say the least, but
making it in a way in which we can
preserve and protect our forests, and
make certain that a renewable re-
source will be there for the best inter-
ests of all of the American people.

I encourage the support of this legis-
lation.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Wyoming (Mrs. CUBIN).

Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of the bill, and I too commend
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
SMITH), chairman of the committee,
and the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
STENHOLM) for the hard work that they
have done on this bill.

The legislation before us today is one
way that we truly can actually do what
we need to do and what we all want to
do, and that is have healthy and pro-
ductive forests.

Like the gentleman from California
(Mr. BROWN) who preceded me, for
whom | have the utmost respect for his
experience in forestry and his service
on the committee, | too have extensive
experience when it comes to forests
and forest health. | live in a district, |
represent the entire State of Wyoming,
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and | live in a district and visit the for-
ests about twice a month. | have flown
over the forests in helicopters, and |
have seen the national forests that
have so much dead timber in them that
it caused the chief of the Forest Serv-
ice, Chief Dombeck, to say this, and |
quote, that there are 40 million acres of
Forest Service land that, in his words,
‘““are at an unacceptable risk of de-
struction by catastrophic wildfire.”
This is true. This is a real threat. It
not only threatens human lives, but it
threatens animal habitat.

The only way we can deal with this
problem is to manage the forests. We
all want a healthier, we all want
healthy forests. The insect infestation
that causes dead trees can be con-
trolled if we allow logging to be done.
| do not think anyone has heard any-
one over here say we want to clear-cut
the forests; that is a thing of the past,
we do not want to do that. But we want
scientists, we want those Forest Serv-
ice people who are on the ground to be
able to produce timber from the forests
when they think it is the scientifically
healthy thing for the Forest Service to
do; and they at this time cannot do
this.

We need this legislation. It is time
that we push the Forest Service into
action to harvest this timber to make
our forests healthy and beautiful for
recreation for people and for the ani-
mal wildlife.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself the remainder of the
time.

Mr. Chairman, | just wanted to ex-
tend my gratitude to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM), and to the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
GILCHREST) and to many on the minor-
ity side and many on this side who
have really made an effort to step for-
ward and create a bill that is truly de-
signed to take care of the forest health
of America. To those people | extend
my heartiest congratulations, and |
thank them immensely for their ef-
forts.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, make no mis-
take—there’s nothing healthy about this bill.
It's “managed care” gone off the scale.

HR 3530 would encourage further destruc-
tion of our national forests by encouraging log-
ging, limiting public participation in the process
and exploiting some of our most environ-
mentally sensitive forest areas. We have been
through this debate. The rationale in HR 3530
is the same rationale used in the “Salvage
Logging Rider” which had devastating effects
on forests in the name of “forest health.” It
was a mistake then; it is a mistake now.

The U.S. Forest Service has already con-
firmed that the “forest “health” crisis this bill
purports to address does not exist. It is simply
another excuse for salvage logging that will
permit logging of old growth forests and trans-
fer money from road and trail maintenance to
unnecessary logging activities. Currently, there
is a $10 billion backlog in road maintenance
throughout our national forests. It does not
make sense to defer this spending and em-
bark on a frivolous logging program.

In addition to this, the bill actually creates
an incentive for logging by setting up a special
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forest management fund that would be fed by
the sale of commercial timber. The more trees
you cut in the name of “forest health"—the
more revenues deposited in the account. We
do not need another fund. In the bill, it is
“available without further appropriation”—a
determination that should be made by the Ap-
propriations Committee in its review of funding
for the Forest Service.

Over 100 scientists have registered their op-
position to this bill. One of them is quoted:
“The Forest Recovery and Protection Act of
1998 is a stealth attack on natural resources
in the guise of ‘forest health.”” Another states:
“The Forest Service already has the authority
to undertake these appropriate activities * * *
new legislation that provides a broad mandate
to institute ‘recovery projects’ on potentially
very large national forest areas is not need-
ed.”

The Administration opposes this bill. A letter
from Agriculture Secretary Glickman states:
“* * * the Forest Service would be much bet-
ter served by continuing its program for im-
proving forest resources using its existing au-
thorities rather than be encumbered by this
bill's controversial provisions and lengthy and
costly processes.”

Secretary Glickman’s letter concludes with:
“I share your broad goal of improving our for-
est resources, but the Administration strongly
opposes this bill; it would curtail important en-
vironmental and administrative laws, create a
tremendous bureaucratic burden, and ignite
another round of controversy over salvage and
forest health operations.”

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of H.R. 2515, the Forest Re-
covery and Protection Act. | am pleased to be
an original cosponsor of this bill, a bipartisan
measure that reflects sound and scientific
management of our national forests. Further-
more, | would like to make note of the tremen-
dous efforts of the author of this bill, Chairman
of the Agriculture Committee BOB SMITH.
Chairman SMITH has conducted extensive
hearings to review the health of our forests
and has reached out to those holding different
viewpoints. His steady, informed leadership on
this critical issue is to be commended.

H.R. 2515 recognizes that the long term
well-being of our forests depends on active,
not passive, care and protection. As the Agri-
culture Committee hard from scientists and
professional foresters in recent hearings, ac-
tive management measures are vital to sus-
taining the health of a forest. Without these
measures, forests become vulnerable to insect
infestation, disease, and fires, and in fact this
has already occurred in many of our forests
across the country. H.R. 2515 will provide the
Forest Service with the necessary tools and
scientific input to manage our national forests
in the most responsible way.

A key point that | would like to make is that
this bill helps us achieve all of the environ-
mental, economic, and recreational goals that
we have for our forest lands. By looking out
for our forests, we are looking out for the
sportsmen, the local timber businesses, the
wildlife, and everyone else who benefits from
this wonderful natural resource. H.R. 2515
represents a commitment to keeping our na-
tional forests healthy and strong for the long
term.

| urge a firm yes vote on H.R. 2515.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in opposition to the Forest Recovery and Pro-
tection Act (HR 3530).
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The bill, introduced by House Agriculture
Chairman BoB SMITH (OR), creates a five-year
national program allowing the Secretary of Ag-
riculture to identify and pursue an unlimited
number of “forest health recovery areas and
projects” within the National Forest Service.
That means that logging of our National For-
ests could occur anywhere in the National For-
ests without any limits on the number or sizes
of the logging projects.

This bill would allow unlimited clearcuts, in-
vasion sand logging of roadless areas and
cutting of old growth forests.

This bill reduces the level of agency review
and public comment to a level significantly
lower than protections provided by the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act.

The bill creates an off-budget fund in which
100% of the receipts from logging projects
would go to the local counties to fund schools
and roads. By linking funding for local projects
to logging, this off-budget fund will create
enormous and inappropriate financial incen-
tives for the Forest Service to pursue logging
projects in every National Forest. If this bill is
passed, we can soon expect public school
teachers coming to Congress to lobby for
more logging projects so that they can teach
school.

The off-budget fund that this bill would cre-
ate within the Forest Service would bypass the
Appropriations process. The off-budget fund
would be completely unaccountable to Con-
gress and mirror problems found in the exist-
ing Salvage Fund, Knudsen-Vandenberg and
Brush Disposal Funds.

This bill attempts to correct a forest health
crisis that the USDA and environmental
groups say does not exist. The recommenda-
tions of this bill are based on pseudo-scientific
research and questionable conclusions.

This bill is opposed by Democrats, Repub-
licans, environmental and religious groups.
Environmental groups (more than 100 groups
including Sierra Club, League of Conservation
Voters, Friends of the Earth, PIRG, Kettle
Range Conservation Group, Western Ancient
Forest Campaign) and religious groups (Pres-
byterian Church, United Methodist, Reform Ju-
daism) have contacted my office in opposition
to this bill.

This bill would eradicate environmental pro-
tections provided by the National Environ-
mental Policy Act, Endangered Species Act
and Clean Water Act.

The American public does not support this
bill. A clear majority of Americans nationwide
oppose commercial logging in National For-
ests

President Clinton has already said that he
will veto this bill.

| urge you to vote no on H.R. 3530.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, reluctantly, |
rise in opposition to this legislation. The Chair-
man of the Committee, Mr. SMITH, and his
staff have been extremely patient in working to
address my concerns and | am disappointed
to not be able to support the end result. | un-
derstand that the Chairman is trying to im-
prove the management of our national forests
but | do not feel that this bill provides the best
means.

| believe the substitute amendment to the
bill greatly improves the public participation
and the environmental review of the recovery
areas and projects authorized in the bill. Spe-
cifically, the public comment and notice peri-
ods added to the recovery area designation
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phase will provide in important opportunity for
interested parties to provide input on those
areas designated for potential treatments. In
addition, the extended time periods for identi-
fication of recovery projects by the regional
forester will guarantee the application of all
relevant environmental laws to be sure that
the health of the entire project is considered
before implementation of treatments.

While | do not support the concept of off-
budget funds, | am pleased with the additional
safeguards that the Committee has added for
the oversight of the Forest Recovery Fund au-
thorized in this bill. In one of the first drafts of
this legislation, any funds generated by recov-
ery projects were deposited back in the Fund
established by this bill. | raised concerns that
this process would provide incentive for
projects to be revenue generating instead of
promoting a treatment that, while more appro-
priate to improve the health of the forest,
would operate at a cost. The Committee
worked tirelessly to address this concern and,
in the end, | believe that this money should
simply be sent back to the General Fund of
the Treasury.

My remaining concerns with this legislation
are the use of this bill's funds for the construc-
tion of roads, either permanent or temporary,
and the lack of protection of roadless areas.
These concerns are obviously directly linked. |
am not against all road building in our national
forests. However, the $10 billion backlog in
road maintenance and obliteration estimated
by the Forest Service for the transportation
system within our national forests is a crisis in
its own right. The solution to this need is not
the construction of more roads. Further, and |
realize that there is disagreement on this
issue, | believe that roadless areas provide im-
portant habitats and are imperative in main-
taining balance in ecosystems and should
therefore, be left undisturbed. The areas of the
national forest system in greatest need of at-
tention are those that are in close proximity to
urban centers and areas that have not been
properly managed after resource extraction.
Since the program authorized by this legisla-
tion is only for five years, | believe that these
areas in urgent need should be highlighted as
a priority and roadless area left untouched.

Again, | want to thank my colleague from
Oregon for his extensive discussions with me
on this legislation. | hope that such negotia-
tions will continue in the future as we discuss
other legislation pertaining to the management
of our nation’s forests.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today in opposition to H.R. 3530, the Forest
Recovery and Protection Act. First, | would
like to commend my colleague Rep. SMITH for
his efforts to reach a compromise and his will-
ingness to make some pretty significant
changes to his original proposal. While the re-
vised version of the legislation does not ad-
dress all my concerns, | did want to take a
moment to recognize Rep. SMITH and his staff
have really made an effort to accommodate a
number of the issues that have been raised.

Despite the revisions, however, | still remain
deeply concerned about the impact of this leg-
islation on our Nation’s forests, as outlined
below.

Is the legislation necessary? Scientists dis-
agree strongly as to the current status of our
forests. While | don't fee qualified to pick and
choose between scientific assessments of for-
est health, | do feel comfortable in my under-
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standing that the Forest Service already has
the authorization to wundertake recovery
projects along the lines of those proposed in
this legislation. No one has adequately dem-
onstrated to me that our forests are in such a
deplorable state that the type of dramatic ex-
pansion of Forest Service authority as pro-
posed in the bill is necessary.

Will the proposed prescriptions do more
harm than good? Under the bill, a recovery
project is defined in a variety of ways, includ-
ing options | strongly support, such as riparian
restoration, soil stabilization and water quality
improvement, and seedling planting and pro-
tection. However, also included are projects
such as the removal of trees to improve stand
health by stopping or reducing actual or antici-
pated spread of insects or disease. Although
| do understand that in some cases, removal
of trees can be a good prescription for forest
health, this particular option strikes me as very
open-ended—especially the suggestion that
trees should be removed to stop the antici-
pated spread of insects or disease. What if
we’re wrong as to the spread of insects or dis-
ease? Once the trees are gone, it is impos-
sible to put them back.

In addition, while | appreciate Rep. SMITH’S
efforts to ensure that recovery projects could
not take place in wilderness, riparian, or old
growth areas, the bill, in my opinion, still
leaves open the possibility that entire forests
could be designated for intrusive and environ-
mentally harmful recover projects. It simply
does not limit the size or scope of these pro-
posed actions.

Is there sufficient time available for public
comment and review of recovery projects?
The time frames in this bill are very tight, es-
pecially considering the unlimited magnitude of
the possible projects. The Secretary has only
210 days to propose standards and criteria,
and only 45 days are allowed for public com-
ment on the proposed standards. The Sec-
retary then has only 30 days to assimilate the
comments and issue final regulations. If we
are to ensure that our actions actually improve
the health of our forests, we must allow more
time for analysis of the standards.

Are there built in incentives for recovery
projects that remove trees? By focusing efforts
on options that are highly “cost-effective” and
designating revenues from the recovery
projects would go directly to the states, the
legislation skews recovery prescriptions to-
ward those that generate revenues. The reve-
nue provision, in particular, builds in an incen-
tive for State foresters (who must be consulted
under this proposal) to suggest prescriptions
that would provide revenue.

Is the Scientific Advisory Board sufficiently
oriented toward true Forest health? Under the
proposal, the SAB is divided equally between
individuals with natural science expertise who
are leaders in the field of forest resource man-
agement, and state foresters who are versed
in forest resource management. Obviously,
this puts emphasis on those individuals who
actively manage the forests, as opposed to
those who might focus more on preservation.
In addition, | am somewhat concerned about
the politicized appointment process outlined in
the bill. This could lead to less qualified indi-
viduals being members of the board, as well
as an extremely slow selection process.

Concerns on Advanced Recovery Projects.
The bill also allows for the selection of Ad-
vance Recovery Projects, within 30 days after
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the enactment of the act. | am very concerned
that this provision could allow for implementa-
tion of large scale recovery projects in a vari-
ety of forests with very little scientific or public
review. Again, once we have cut down the
trees in the name of forest health, only Mother
Nature can bring them back.

Concerns on financing of the projects and
roadless areas. Financing for these recovery
projects would be provided through annual
Congressional appropriations and unobligated
amounts in the roads and trails funds. Given
the $10 billion backlog of road maintenance
needs, | am not convinced that these recovery
projects would be the best use of these funds.
In addition, | am deeply concerned that while
the forest recovery fund does limit the use of
funds for new permanent roads, there is no
limitation on the building of temporary or even
semi-permanent roads—even in roadless
areas.

Mr. Speaker, again | recognize that Mr.
SMITH has really made an effort to craft a bill
to which we all can agree. This is not that bill.
For the reasons outlined above | will oppose
H.R. 3530, and | urge my colleagues to do the
same.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
support of H.R. 2870, the Tropical Forest Con-
servation Act.

Despite international conservation efforts,
clearcutting and logging are occurring in tropi-
cal rain forests at an astonishing rate. While |
am aware of efforts and plans to replace these
trees by replanting, | saw no such activity
when | visited the Republic of Congo in 1997.
Clearcutting of rainforests is particularly tragic
because tropical rainforests, with their dense
growth and high biodiversity, are home to the
greatest number of species of any ecosystem
on earth. The majority of these species have
yet to be even identified. Moreover, human-
kind has barely scratched the surface of the
uses and medicinal properties of those plants
and animals we have already identified. Un-
checked logging threatens the existence of
thousands of species.

Mr. Speaker, because of my trip to the Re-
public of Congo, | see the urgent need for leg-
islation such as H.R. 2870. This “debt-for-na-
ture” exchange would empower developing
countries to fight to protect these vital forests
against extreme logging practices. Because of
the economic status of these developing coun-
tries, it is unlikely that the U.S. would ever see
these debts repaid. This legislation ensures
that the American people get something in re-
turn for their generosity.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to sup-
port the Tropical Forest Conservation Act.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
Thursday, March 26, 1998, the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute con-
sisting of the text of H.R. 3530 is con-
sidered as an original bill for the pur-
pose of amendment and is considered
read.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘“*Forest Recovery and Protection Act of
1998,
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(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

Sec. 2. Findings.

Sec. 3. Definitions.

Sec. 4. National Pilot Program of Forest Re-
covery and Protection.

Sec. 5. Scientific Advisory Panel.

Sec. 6. Advance recovery projects.

Sec. 7. Monitoring plan.

Sec. 8. Forest Recovery and Protection
Fund.

Sec. 9. Authorization of appropriations.

Sec. 10. Audit requirements.

Sec. 11. Forest inventorying and analysis.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:

(1) There are tradeoffs in values associated
with proactive, passive, or delayed forest
management. The values gained by proactive
management outweigh the values gained by
delayed or passive management of certain
Federal forest lands.

(2) Increases in both the number and sever-
ity of wildfire, insect infestation, and disease
outbreaks on Federal forest lands are occur-
ring as a result of high tree densities, species
composition, and structure that are outside
the historic range of variability. These dis-
turbances cause or contribute to significant
soil erosion, degradation of air and water
quality, loss of watershed values, habitat
loss, and damage to other forest resources.

(3) Serious destruction or degradation of
important forest resources occurs in all re-
gions of the United States. Management ac-
tivities to restore and protect these re-
sources in perpetuity are needed in each re-
gion and should be designed to address re-
gion-specific needs.

(4) According to the Chief of the United
States Forest Service, between 35 and 40 mil-
lion of the 191 million acres of Federal forest
lands managed by the Forest Service are at
an unacceptable risk of destruction by cata-
strophic wildfire. The condition of these for-
ests can pose a significant threat of destruc-
tion to human life and property as well as to
the habitat for fish and wildlife (including
threatened and endangered species), public
recreation areas, timber, watersheds, and
other important forest resources.

(5) Restoration and protection of impor-
tant forest resources require active forest
management involving a range of manage-
ment activities, including thinning, salvage,
prescribed fire (after appropriate thinning),
sanitation and other insect and disease con-
trol, riparian and other habitat improve-
ment, soil stabilization and other water
quality improvement, and seedling planting
and protection.

(6) Many national forest units of the Na-
tional Forest System have an increasing
backlog of unfunded projects to restore and
protect degraded forest resources. Adequate
funding, structured so as to maximize the al-
location of monies for on-the-ground
projects, is needed to address this backlog in
an efficient, cost-effective way.

(7) A comprehensive, nationwide effort is
needed to restore and protect important for-
est resources in an organized, timely, and
scientific manner. There should be imme-
diate action to improve the areas of Federal
forest lands where serious resource degrada-
tion has been thoroughly identified and as-
sessed or where serious resource destruction
or degradation by natural disturbance is im-
minent.

(8) Congress and the Comptroller General
have identified the need to increase agency
accountability for achieving measurable re-
sults at all levels of government, both in the
management of fiscal resources and in carry-
ing out statutory mandates. Additional fund-
ing to address the backlog of recovery
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projects in the National Forest System
must, therefore, be accompanied by perform-
ance standards and accountability mecha-
nisms that will clearly demonstrate the re-
sults achieved by any additional investment
of taxpayer dollars.

(9) Frequent forest inventory and analysis
of the status and trends in the conditions of
forests and their resources are needed to
identify and reverse the destruction or deg-
radation of important forest resources in a
timely and effective manner. The present av-
erage 12- to 15-year cycle of forest inventory
and analysis to comply with existing statu-
tory requirements is too prolonged to pro-
vide forest managers with the data necessary
to make timely and effective management
decisions, particularly decisions responsive
to changing forest conditions.

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this Act:

(1) FEDERAL FOREST LANDS.—The term
“Federal forest lands”” means lands within
the national forest units of the National For-
est System.

(2) FuND.—The terms ‘“‘Forest Recovery
and Protection Fund”’ and “Fund’”” mean the
fund established under section 8.

(3) IMPLEMENTATION DATE.—The term “‘im-
plementation date’” means January 15, 2000,
or the first day of the 19th full month follow-
ing the date of the enactment of this Act,
whichever is later. However, if the imple-
mentation date under the second option
would occur within six months of the next
January 15, the Secretary may designate
that January 15 as the implementation date.

(4) LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN.—The term
“land management plan” means a land and
resource management plan prepared by the
Forest Service pursuant to section 6 of the
Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources
Planning Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 1604) for Fed-
eral forest lands under the jurisdiction of the
Secretary of Agriculture.

(5) NATIONAL PILOT PROGRAM.—The term
“national pilot program” means the Na-
tional Pilot Program of Forest Recovery and
Protection required by section 4.

(6) OVERHEAD EXPENSES.—The terms ‘‘over-
head expenses’” and ‘“‘overhead’” mean—

(A) common services and indirect expenses,
as such terms are defined by expense items
1-10 in Appendix E of the United States For-
est Service Timber Cost Efficiency Study
Final Report, dated April 16, 1993 (pages 125-
126);

(B) direct and indirect general administra-
tion expenses, as such terms are identified in
Appendix D of the United States Forest
Service Forest Management Program Annual
Report, Fiscal Year 1996 (FS-614), dated De-
cember, 1997 (pages 110-111); and

(C) any other cost of line management or
program support that cannot be directly at-
tributable to specific projects or programs.

(7) RECOVERY AREA.—The term ‘‘recovery
area’”” means a national forest unit of the Na-
tional Forest System, identified by the Sec-
retary under section 4(c)—

(A) that has experienced disturbances from
wildfires, insect infestations, disease, wind,
flood, or other causes, which have caused or
contributed to significant soil erosion, deg-
radation of water quality, loss of watershed
values, habitat loss, or damage to other for-
est resources of the area; or

(B) in which the forest structure, function,
or composition has been altered so as to in-
crease substantially the likelihood of wild-
fire, insect infestation, or disease in the area
and the consequent risks of damage to soils,
water quality, watershed values, habitat,
and other forest resources from wildfire, in-
sect infestation, disease, wind, flood, or
other causes.



March 27, 1998

(8) RECOVERY PROJECT.—The term ‘‘recov-
ery project’” means a project to improve, re-
store, or protect forest resources within an
identified recovery area, including the fol-
lowing types of projects: riparian restora-
tion; treatments to reduce stand density for
the purpose of reducing risk of catastrophic
loss; soil stabilization and other water qual-
ity improvement; removal of dead trees or
trees being damaged by injurious agents
other than competition; prescribed fire; inte-
grated pest management, including the re-
moval of trees to improve stand health by
stopping or reducing actual or anticipated
spread of insects or disease; vegetative treat-
ments and other habitat improvement ac-
tivities; and seedling planting and protec-
tion.

(9) SCIENTIFIC ADVISORY PANEL.—The term
“Scientific Advisory Panel’” means the advi-
sory panel appointed under section 5.

(10) SECRETARY.—The term ‘“‘Secretary”
means the Secretary of Agriculture, acting
through the Chief of the Forest Service.

SEC. 4. NATIONAL PILOT PROGRAM OF FOREST
RECOVERY AND PROTECTION.

(a) NATIONAL PILOT PROGRAM REQUIRED.—
Not later than the implementation date, the
Secretary shall commence a national pilot
program to restore and protect forest re-
sources located on Federal forest lands in
the United States through the performance
of recovery projects in identified recovery
areas.

(b) STANDARDS AND CRITERIA.—

(1) INITIAL PUBLICATION.—Not later than 210
days before the implementation date, the
Secretary shall publish in the Federal Reg-
ister the proposed standards and criteria to
be used for the identification and
prioritization of recovery areas. In establish-
ing the standards and criteria, the Secretary
shall consider the standards and criteria rec-
ommended by the Scientific Advisory Panel
under section 5(f). The Secretary shall in-
clude in the Federal Register entry required
by this paragraph an explanation of any sig-
nificant differences between the rec-
ommendations of the Scientific Advisory
Panel and the standards and criteria actu-
ally proposed by the Secretary.

(2) COMMENT PERIOD AND FINAL PUBLICA-
TION.—Upon the publication of the proposed
standards and criteria under paragraph (1),
the Secretary shall provide a 45-day period
for the submission of comments regarding
the proposed standards and criteria. Not
later than 30 days after the close of the com-
ment period, the Secretary shall publish the
final standards and criteria in the Federal
Register.

(c) IDENTIFICATION OF RECOVERY AREAS.—

(1) INITIAL PUBLICATION.—Not later than 105
days before the implementation date, the
Secretary shall publish in the Federal Reg-
ister a list, in order of priority, of the pro-
posed recovery areas within which recovery
projects are to be conducted under the na-
tional program in accordance with the stand-
ards and criteria established and in effect
under subsection (b).

(2) COMMENT PERIOD AND FINAL PUBLICA-
TION.—Upon the publication of the proposed
recovery areas under paragraph (1), the Sec-
retary shall provide a 45-day period for the
submission of comments regarding the pro-
posed recovery areas. Not later than 30 days
after the close of the comment period, the
Secretary shall publish the final list of re-
covery areas, in order of priority, in the Fed-
eral Register.

(3) MoDIFICATION.—The Secretary may not
modify the final list of recovery areas pub-
lished pursuant to paragraph (2).

(d) ANNUAL ALLOCATION OF AMOUNTS TO RE-
COVERY AREAS.—

(1) ALLOCATION REQUIRED.—Not later than
the implementation date, and each January
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15 thereafter, the Secretary shall allocate
amounts from the Forest Recovery and Pro-
tection Fund to regions of the Forest Service
for the purpose of conducting recovery
projects in recovery areas identified in sub-
section (c). In making such allocations, the
Secretary shall identify the total acreage
nationally that the Secretary expects to be
treated during the fiscal year using allocated
amounts.

(2) AUTHORIZED USE OF AMOUNTS FOR MULTI-
YEAR PROJECTS.—Amounts allocated by the
Secretary pursuant to paragraph (1) shall be
available, without further allocation by the
Secretary, to carry out and administer
multi-year recovery projects beyond the fis-
cal year in which the amounts are allocated
by the Secretary.

(e) RECOVERY PROJECTS.—

(1) INITIATION OF PROJECT LEVEL ANALY-
sis.—Not later than 30 days after the date on
which the Secretary allocates amounts from
the Forest Recovery and Protection Fund
under subsection (d), the regional forester
(or the designees of the regional forester) in
each region to which amounts have been al-
located shall initiate project planning, in-
cluding any activities required under the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), for each recovery project
to be conducted during that fiscal year.

(2) PROHIBITED PROJECT LOCATIONS.—The
regional forester (or the designees of the re-
gional forester) shall not select or imple-
ment a recovery project under the authority
of this Act in any of the following:

(A) Any unit of the National Wilderness
Preservation System or any primitive area
or area identified for study for possible in-
clusion in such system under the Wilderness
Act (16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.).

(B) Any riparian area, late successional re-
serve, or old growth area within which the
implementation of recovery projects is pro-
hibited by the applicable land management
plan.

(C) Any other area in which the implemen-
tation of recovery projects is prohibited by
law, a court order, or the applicable land
management plan.

(f) REQUIREMENTS FOR RECOVERY PROJECT
SELECTION.—In selecting recovery projects as
required under subsection (e), the regional
forester (or the designees of the regional for-
ester) in each region shall—

(1) identify for each recovery project the
total acreage requiring treatment, the esti-
mated cost of preparation and implementa-
tion, and the estimated project duration;

(2) consider the economic benefits to be
provided to local communities as a result of
each recovery project, but only to the extent
that such considerations are consistent with
the standards and criteria for recovery areas
established and in effect under subsection (b)
and the priorities established by the ranking
of recovery areas under subsection (c);

(3) ensure that each recovery project com-
plies with the land management plan appli-
cable to the recovery area within which the
recovery project will be conducted;

(4) ensure that each recovery project is de-
signed to be implemented in the most cost-
effective manner, except that a recovery
project is not precluded simply because the
cost of preparing and implementing the re-
covery project is likely to exceed the reve-
nue derived from the recovery project; and

(5) ensure that each recovery project will
maintain or enhance the ecological functions
and conditions of the forest in which the
project will be conducted.

(9) ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS.—

(1) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than the
implementation date, and each January 15
thereafter, the Secretary shall submit to
Congress a report on the identification and
prioritization of recovery areas required
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under subsection (c) and the allocation of
amounts from the Forest Recovery and Pro-
tection Fund under subsection (d).

(2) REPORT CONTENTS.—Each report re-
quired under paragraph (1) shall include the
following:

(A) A breakdown of the amounts allocated
to each region of the Forest Service under
subsection (d).

(B) The total acreage nationally expected
to be treated by recovery projects during the
fiscal year using amounts allocated under
subsection (d).

(3) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—After the
initial report required by paragraph (1), each
subsequent report shall also include the fol-
lowing:

(A) A list, by recovery area, of the recov-
ery projects for which planning has been ini-
tiated during the prior fiscal year including,
for each recovery project, the following:

(i) A description of the management objec-
tives of the project that will be monitored
for implementation and effectiveness using
the monitoring plan established under sec-
tion 7.

(if) The total acreage requiring treatment,
the estimated cost of preparation and imple-
mentation, and the estimated project dura-
tion.

(iii) The total acreage treated by the re-
covery project during the fiscal year.

(iv) The projected economic benefits (if
any) the project will provide to local com-
munities.

(B) An explanation of the following:

(i) Whether the planning for recovery
projects during the prior fiscal year was ini-
tiated within the timeframe required under
subsection (e)(1) and an accounting of the
steps taken by the Secretary relative to the
projects pursuant to the requirements of sec-
tion 8(d); and

(if) An explanation of the status of recov-
ery projects for which planning was initiated
in prior fiscal years.

(C) A list, by recovery area, of the recovery
projects completed during the prior fiscal
year including, for each recovery project, a
comparison of the following:

(i) The projected and actual management
objectives achieved by the project, as deter-
mined using the monitoring plan established
and in effect under section 7.

(ii) The projected and actual preparation
and implementation costs and duration of
the project.

(iii) The projected and actual economic
benefits to local communities provided by
the project.

(D) A description of any additional re-
sources or authorities needed by the Sec-
retary to implement and carry out the na-
tional pilot program in an efficient and cost-
effective manner.

(4) NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY.—Not later
than the implementation date, and each Jan-
uary 15 thereafter, the Secretary shall pub-
lish in the Federal Register a notice of avail-
ability of the most-recent report to Congress
required by this subsection.

(h) APPLICABILITY OF FEDERAL LAWS.—
Nothing in this section exempts any action
authorized or required by this section from
any Federal law.

SEC. 5. SCIENTIFIC ADVISORY PANEL.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a
panel of scientific advisers to the Secretary
to be known as the ‘‘Scientific Advisory
Panel”.

(b) COMPOSITION OF PANEL.—

(1) APPOINTMENT FROM LIST OF EXPERTS.—
The Scientific Advisory Panel shall consist
of 11 members appointed as provided in sub-
section (c) from a list, to be prepared by the
National Academy of Sciences, that consists
of—
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(A) persons with expertise in the natural
sciences who, through the publication of
peer-reviewed scientific literature have dem-
onstrated expertise in matters relevant to
forest resource management; and

(B) State foresters (or persons with similar
managerial expertise) who, through the pub-
lication of peer-reviewed scientific literature
or other similar evidence of significant sci-
entific or professional accomplishment, have
demonstrated expertise in matters relevant
to forest resource management.

(2) PREPARATION OF LIST.—The National
Academy of Sciences shall prepare the list
required by paragraph (1) not later than 30
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act. In the preparation of the list, the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences shall consult
with scientific and professional organiza-
tions whose members have relevant experi-
ence in forest resource management.

(c) APPOINTMENT PROCESS.—The members
of the Scientific Advisory Panel shall be se-
lected from the list described in subsection
(b) as follows:

(1) One member appointed by the Chairman
of the Committee on Agriculture of the
House of Representatives, in consultation
with the ranking minority member of the
Committee.

(2) One member appointed by the Chairman
of the Committee on Resources of the House
of Representatives, in consultation with the
ranking minority member of the Committee.

(3) One member appointed by the Chairman
of the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry of the Senate, in consultation
with the ranking minority member of the
Committee.

(4) One member appointed by the Chairman
of the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources of the Senate, in consultation with
the ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee.

(5) Three members appointed by the Sec-
retary.

(6) Four members appointed by the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences.

(d) ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS.—

(1) TIME FOR APPOINTMENT.—Appointments
of members of the Scientific Advisory Panel
shall be made as follows:

(A) The appointment of members under
paragraphs (1) through (4) of subsection (c)
shall be made within 30 days after the date
on which the list described in subsection (b)
is first made available.

(B) The appointment of members under
paragraphs (5) and (6) of subsection (c) shall
begin after the appointments required under
paragraphs (1) through (4) of such subsection
have been made so that the persons making
the appointments under paragraphs (5) and
(6) of such subsection can ensure that the re-
quirement specified in subsection (e) for a
balanced representation of scientific dis-
ciplines on the Scientific Advisory Panel is
satisfied. The appointments shall be com-
pleted within 60 days after the date on which
the list described in subsection (b) is first
made available.

(2) TERM AND VACANCIES.—A member of the
Scientific Advisory Panel shall be appointed
for a term beginning on the date of the ap-
pointment and ending on the implementa-
tion date. A vacancy on the Scientific Advi-
sory Panel shall be filled within 30 days in
the manner in which the original appoint-
ment was made.

(3) COMMENCEMENT OF ACTIVITY.—The Sci-
entific Advisory Panel may commence its
duties under subsection (f) as soon as at least
eight of the members have been appointed
under subsection (c). At the initial meeting,
the members of the Scientific Advisory
Panel shall select one member to serve as
chairperson.
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(4) CONFLICT OF INTERESTS.—A person may
not serve as a member of the Scientific Advi-
sory Panel if the member has a conflict of in-
terest with regard to any of the duties to be
performed by the Scientific Advisory Panel
under subsection (f). Decisions regarding the
existence of a conflict of interest shall be
made by the Scientific Advisory Panel.

(e) BALANCED REPRESENTATION OF ScCI-
ENTIFIC DisSCIPLINES.—The Scientific Advi-
sory Panel shall include at least one rep-
resentative of each of the following:

(1) Hydrologist.

(2) Wildlife biologist.

(3) Fisheries biologist.

(4) Entomologist or pathologist.

(5) Fire ecologist.

(6) Silviculturist.

(7) Economist.

(8) Soil scientist.

(9) State forester or person with similar
managerial expertise.

(f) DUTIES IN CONNECTION WITH IMPLEMEN-
TATION.—During the period beginning on the
initial meeting of the Scientific Advisory
Panel and ending on the implementation
date, the Scientific Advisory Panel shall be
responsible for the following:

(1) The preparation and submission to the
Secretary and the Congress of recommenda-
tions regarding the standards and criteria
that should be used to identify and prioritize
recovery areas.

(2) The preparation of and submission to
the Secretary and the Congress of rec-
ommendations regarding a monitoring plan
for the national pilot program of sufficient
scope to monitor the implementation and ef-
fectiveness of recovery projects conducted
under the national pilot program.

(g) CONSIDERATIONS.—In the development
of its recommendations under subsection (f),
the Scientific Advisory Panel shall—

(1) consult as appropriate with region-spe-
cific scientific experts in forest ecology, hy-
drology, wildlife biology, entomology, pa-
thology, soil science, economics, social
sciences, and other appropriate scientific
disciplines;

(2) consider the most current peer-reviewed
scientific literature regarding the duties un-
dertaken by the Panel; and

(3) incorporate information gathered dur-
ing the implementation of the advance re-
covery projects required under section 6.

(h) ALLOCATION OF FOREST SERVICE PER-
SONNEL.—The Forest Service shall allocate
administrative support staff to the Scientific
Advisory Panel to assist the Panel in the
performance of its duties as outlined in this
section.

(i) FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACT COM-
PLIANCE.—The Scientific Advisory Panel
shall be subject to sections 10 through 14 of
the Federal Advisory Committee Act (5
U.S.C. App.).

SEC. 6. ADVANCE RECOVERY PROJECTS.

(a) SELECTION OF ADVANCE PROJECTS.—Not
later than 30 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary shall allo-
cate amounts from the Forest Recovery and
Protection Fund to Forest Service regions
for the purpose of conducting a limited num-
ber (as determined by the Secretary) of ad-
vance recovery projects on Federal forest
lands. The regional foresters of the Forest
Service (or the designees of the regional for-
esters) shall select the advance recovery
projects to be carried out under this section.
However, the selection of an advance recov-
ery project in a State shall be made in con-
sultation with the State forester of that
State.

(b) SELECTION CRITERIA.—INn selecting ad-
vance recovery projects, the regional for-
esters (and their designees) shall comply
with the requirements of subsections (e)(2)

March 27, 1998

and (f) of section 4 applicable to the selec-
tion of recovery projects under the national
pilot program. Priority shall be given to
projects on those Federal forest lands—

(1) where the Regional Forester (in con-
sultation with the appropriate State for-
ester) has identified a significant risk of loss
to human life and property or serious re-
source degradation or destruction due to
wildfire, disease epidemic, severe insect in-
festation, wind, flood, or other causes; or

(2) for which thorough forest resource as-
sessments have been completed, including
Federal forest lands in the Pacific North-
west, the Interior Columbia Basin, the Sierra
Nevada, the Southern Appalachian Region,
and the northern forests of Maine, Vermont,
New Hampshire, and New York.

(c) INITIATION OF PROJECT LEVEL ANALY-
sis.—Not later than 30 days after the date on
which the Secretary allocates amounts from
the Forest Recovery and Protection Fund
under subsection (a), the regional forester
(or the designees of the regional forester) in
each region to which amounts have been al-
located shall initiate project planning, in-
cluding any activities required under the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), for the advance recovery
projects to be conducted in that region.

(d) EFFECT OF FAILURE To CoMPLY WITH
TiME PERIODS.—If the deadline for the initi-
ation of project planning specified under sub-
section (c) is not met for any advance recov-
ery project, the Secretary may not use
amounts in the Forest Recovery and Protec-
tion Fund to carry out the project and shall
promptly reimburse the Fund for any ex-
penditures previously made from the Fund in
connection with the project.

(e) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—Not later
than the implementation date, and annually
thereafter until completion of all advance
recovery projects, the Secretary shall submit
to Congress a report on the implementation
of advance recovery projects. The report
shall consist of a description of the accom-
plishments of each advance recovery project
and incorporate the requirements of section
49)(3).

(f) NoOTICE OF AVAILABILITY.—The Sec-
retary shall publish in the Federal Register
a notice of the availability of each report to
Congress required by this section.

(g) APPLICABILITY OF FEDERAL LAws.—
Nothing in this section exempts any advance
recovery project authorized or required by
this section from any Federal law.

SEC. 7. MONITORING PLAN.

(a) PLAN REQUIRED.—Not later than the
implementation date, the Secretary shall
prepare and submit to Congress a monitoring
plan for the national pilot program of suffi-
cient scope to monitor the implementation
and effectiveness of recovery projects con-
ducted under sections 4 and 6.

(b) RECOMMENDATIONS OF SCIENTIFIC ADVI-
SORY PANEL.—In preparing the monitoring
plan required under subsection (a), the Sec-
retary shall consider the monitoring plan
recommended by the Scientific Advisory
Panel under section 5(f). The Secretary shall
include with the monitoring plan submitted
to Congress under subsection (a) an expla-
nation of any significant differences between
the recommendations of the Scientific Advi-
sory Panel and the monitoring plan actually
submitted to Congress.

SEC. 8. FOREST RECOVERY AND PROTECTION
FUND.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established
on the books of the Treasury a fund to be
known as the ‘‘Forest Recovery and Protec-
tion Fund’. The Chief of the Forest Service
shall be responsible for administering the
Fund.

(b) CREDITS TO FUND.—During the time pe-
riod specified in section 9(a), there shall be
credited to the Fund the following:
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(1) Amounts authorized for and appro-
priated to the Fund.

(2) Unobligated amounts in the roads and
trails fund provided for in the fourteenth
paragraph under the heading ‘“‘FOREST
SERVICE” of the Act of March 4, 1913 (37
Stat. 843; 16 U.S.C. 501) as of the date of the
enactment of this Act, and all amounts
which would otherwise be deposited in such
fund after such date.

(3) Amounts required to be reimbursed to
the Fund under subsection (d) or section 6(d).

(c) USe oF FUND.—

(1) AUTHORIZED USES.—Amounts in the
Fund shall be available to the Secretary,
without further appropriation—

(A) to carry out the national pilot pro-
gram;

(B) to plan, carry out, and administer re-
covery projects under sections 4 and 6;

(C) to administer the Scientific Advisory
Panel; and

(D) to pay for the monitoring program es-
tablished under section 7.

(2) EFFECT OF COMPLETION.—Upon comple-
tion of all recovery projects for which plan-
ning was initiated under section 4(e)(1), and
the contracts identified in section 9(c), all
remaining amounts in the Fund shall be
transferred to the general fund of the Treas-
ury.

(¥i) EFFECT OF FAILURE To ComMPLY WITH
ANNUAL DEADLINES.—

(1) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUND.—The Sec-
retary may not use amounts in the Fund—

(A) to allocate monies to regions of the
Forest Service during a fiscal year under sec-
tion 4(d)(1), if the deadlines specified in such
section are not met for that fiscal year; or

(B) to carry out a recovery project, if the
final decision on project planning is not ini-
tiated within the time frame required by sec-
tion 4(e)(1).

(2) FUND REIMBURSEMENT.—If the deadlines
referred to in paragraph (1)(A) are not met
for a particular fiscal year, the Secretary
shall promptly reimburse the Fund for any
expenditures previously made from the Fund
in connection with the allocation of monies
to regions of the Forest Service during that
fiscal year. If the time frame referred to in
paragraph (1)(B) is not met for a particular
recovery project, the Secretary shall
promptly reimburse the Fund for any ex-
penditures previously made to carry out that
recovery project.

(e) LIMITATION ON OVERHEAD AND OTHER
EXPENSES.—

(1) OVERHEAD EXPENSES.—The Secretary
shall not allocate or assign overhead ex-
penses to the Fund or to any of the activities
or programs authorized by sections 4
through 10.

(2) SCIENTIFIC ADVISORY PANEL.—The Sec-
retary may allocate up to $1,000,000 from the
Fund to finance the operation of the Sci-
entific Advisory Panel.

(3) MONITORING PLAN.—The Secretary may
allocate up to $500,000 from the Fund during
a fiscal year to implement the monitoring
plan established under section 7.

(4) PROHIBITION ON USE OF ANY FUNDS TO
CONSTRUCT NEW, PERMANENT ROADS.—For pur-
poses of the recovery projects authorized by
this Act, amounts in the Fund shall not be
used, either directly through direct alloca-
tions from the Fund, or indirectly through
allocations to recovery projects from other
Forest Service accounts, for the construc-
tion of new, permanent roads.

(f) TREATMENT OF REVENUES FROM RECOV-
ERY PROJECTS.—AIll revenues generated by
recovery projects undertaken pursuant to
sections 4 and 6 shall be paid, at the end of
each fiscal year, to the States pursuant to
the formula for distribution to the States
under the sixth paragraph under the heading
“FOREST SERVICE” in the Act of May 23,
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1908 (35 Stat. 260; 16 U.S.C. 500), and section
13 of the Act of March 1, 1911 (36 Stat. 963;
commonly known as the Weeks Act; 16
U.S.C. 500).

(g) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The four-
teenth paragraph under the heading ‘“FOR-
EST SERVICE” of the Act of March 4, 1913
(37 Stat. 843; 16 U.S.C. 501), is amended by
adding at the end the following new sen-
tence: “During the term of the Forest Recov-
ery and Protection Fund, as established by
section 8 of the Forest Recovery and Protec-
tion Act of 1998, amounts reserved under the
authority of this paragraph shall be depos-
ited into that Fund.”.

SEC. 9. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary to carry out the
provisions of this Act for the fiscal year in
which this Act is enacted and each fiscal
year thereafter through September 30, 2005,
or September 30 of the fifth full fiscal year
following the implementation date, which-
ever is later.

(b) DeposIT IN FunD.—AIll sums appro-
priated pursuant to this section shall be de-
posited in the Forest Recovery and Protec-
tion Fund.

(c) EFFECT ON EXISTING PROJECTS.—ANny
contract regarding a recovery project en-
tered into before the end of the final fiscal
year specified in subsection (a), and still in
effect at the end of such fiscal year, shall re-
main in effect until completed pursuant to
the terms of the contract.

SEC. 10. AUDIT REQUIREMENTS.

(a) ANNUAL REPORT VERIFICATION.—At the
request of any committee chairman identi-
fied in section 5(c), the Comptroller General
shall submit to Congress a report assessing
the accuracy of an annual report prepared by
the Secretary pursuant to section 4(g). The
Comptroller General’s report shall be com-
pleted as soon as practicable following the
date of the publication by the Secretary of
the annual report for which the request
under this subsection was made.

(b) NATIONAL PILOT PROGRAM AUDIT.—At
the request of any committee chairman iden-
tified in section 5(c), the Comptroller Gen-
eral shall conduct an audit of the national
pilot program at the end of the fourth full
fiscal year following the implementation
date.

(c) ELEMENTS OF AUDIT.—The audit under
subsection (b) shall include an analysis of
the following:

(1) Whether advance recovery projects, the
national pilot program, and the administra-
tion of the Forest Recovery and Protection
Fund were carried out in a manner consist-
ent with the provisions of this Act.

(2) The impact of the advance recovery
projects conducted under section 6 on the de-
velopment and implementation of the na-
tional pilot program.

(3) The extent to which the recommenda-
tions of the Scientific Advisory Panel were
used to develop the standards and criteria es-
tablished under section 4(b) and the monitor-
ing plan under section 7.

(4) The extent to which the Secretary has
carried out the monitoring plan required
under section 7 and the extent to which the
monitoring plan has been successful in mon-
itoring the implementation and effectiveness
of recovery projects.

(5) The current and projected future finan-
cial status of the Forest Recovery and Pro-
tection Fund.

(6) Any cost savings or efficiencies
achieved under the national pilot program.

(7) Any other aspect of the implementation
of this Act considered appropriate by the
chairman or chairmen requesting the audit.
SEC. 11. FOREST INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS.

(a) PROGRAM REQUIRED.—The Secretary
shall establish a program to inventory and
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analyze, in a timely manner, public and pri-
vate forests in the United States.

(b) ANNUAL STATE INVENTORY.—Subject to
subsection (c), not later than the end of each
full fiscal year beginning after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall prepare for each State, in cooperation
with the State forester for that State, an in-
ventory of the forests in that State. For pur-
poses of preparing the inventory for a State,
the Secretary shall measure annually 20 per-
cent of all sample plots that are included in
the inventory program for that State. Upon
completion of each annual inventory, the
Secretary shall make available to the public
a compilation of all data collected from the
year’s measurements of sample plots and any
analysis of such samples.

(c) MODIFICATIONS.—At the request of the
State forester (or equivalent State officer) of
a State, the Secretary may modify for that
State the time interval for preparing forest
inventories, the percentage of sample plots
to be measured annually, or the require-
ments for making data available to the pub-
lic required under subsection (b), except that
100 percent of the sample plots in the inven-
tory program for that State shall be meas-
ured, appropriate analysis of such samples
shall be conducted, and corresponding data
shall be compiled during the time intervals
described in subsection (d).

(d) 5-YEAR REPORTS.—At intervals not
greater than every five full fiscal years after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall prepare, publish, and make
available to the public a report, prepared in
cooperation with State foresters, that—

(1) contains a description of each State in-
ventory of forests, incorporating all sample
plot measurements conducted during the five
years covered by the report;

(2) displays and analyzes on a nationwide
basis the results of the State reports re-
quired by subsection (b); and

(3) contains an analysis of forest health
conditions and trends over the previous two
decades, with an emphasis on such condi-
tions and trends during the period subse-
quent to the immediately preceding report
under this subsection.

(e) NATIONAL STANDARDS AND DEFINI-
TIONS.—To ensure uniform and consistent
data collection for all public and private for-
est ownerships and each State, the Secretary
shall develop, in consultation with State for-
esters and Federal land management agen-
cies not within the jurisdiction of the Sec-
retary, and publish national standards and
definitions to be applied in inventorying and
analyzing forests under this section. The
standards shall include a core set of vari-
ables to be measured on all sample plots
under subsection (b) and a standard set of ta-
bles to be included in the reports under sub-
section (d).

(f) PROTECTION FOR PRIVATE PROPERTY
RIGHTS.—The Secretary shall obtain written
authorization from property owners prior to
collecting data from sample plots located on
private property pursuant to subsections (b)
and (c). Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to authorize the Secretary (directly
or through the use of State foresters or other
persons) to regulate privately held forest
lands, the use of privately held forest lands,
or the resources located on privately held
forest lands.

(g) STRATEGIC PLAN.—Not later than 180
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Secretary shall prepare and submit
to Congress a strategic plan to implement
and carry out this section, including the an-
nual updates required by subsection (b), any
modifications made to pursuant to sub-
section (c), and the reports required by sub-
section (d). The strategic plan shall describe
in detail the following:
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(1) The financial resources required to im-
plement and carry out this section, including
the identification of any resources required
in excess of the amounts provided for forest
inventorying and analysis in recent appro-
priations Acts.

(2) The personnel necessary to implement
and carry out this section, including any
personnel in addition to personnel currently
performing inventorying and analysis func-
tions.

(3) The organization and procedures nec-
essary to implement and carry out this sec-
tion, including proposed coordination with
Federal land management agencies and
State foresters.

(4) The schedules for annual sample plot
measurements in each State inventory re-
quired by subsection (b), as modified for that
State under subsection (c), within the first
five-year interval after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

(5) The core set of variables to be measured
in each sample plot under subsections (b) and
(c) and the standard set of tables to be used
in each State and national report under sub-
section (d).

(6) The process for employing, in coordina-
tion with the Department of Energy and the
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion, remote sensing, global positioning sys-
tems, and other advanced technologies to
carry out this section, and the subsequent
use of such technologies.

The CHAIRMAN. The bill shall be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule for a period not to extend
beyond 1:30 p.m. today.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority and recognition to a member of-
fering an amendment that he has print-
ed in the designated place in the CoN-
GRESSIONAL RECORD. Those amend-
ments will be considered read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the time for voting on any postponed
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for
voting on the first question shall be a
minimum of 15 minutes.

Are there any amendments to the
bill?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF OREGON

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
| offer a technical amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of Or-
egon:

Page 33, beginning on line 4, strike section
11.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
quickly, this is the Forest Inventory
Analysis portion of this bill, which has
already been included in the research
bill, which has been conferenced and is
rapidly on its way to the President. It
is a very important part of this whole
program, yet it is unnecessary in this
bill, and therefore, the reason to
strike.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. SMITH).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments?

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the last word.
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I have an amendment in the nature
of a substitute drafted, but | do not in-
tend to offer it. The substitute would
enable the bill’s proponents to do what
they claim they want to do: get a bill
signed into law. This substitute makes
some simple changes to the bill, which
would not impair the program, but
that would allow the bill to be sign-
able.

O 1130

The substitute will protect forests
and people. The bill, 1 am afraid, will
end up helping no one. Only ideology
stands between the House and a sign-
able bill that will improve the health
of our Nation’s forests.

My substitute makes three changes
in the original bill. The first would pre-
vent the construction of new roads
under this bill. This is the change | had
planned to offer in my original amend-
ment that was printed in the RECORD.

Let me be clear. My roads provision
deals only with road construction
under the program created by this bill.
It would have no impact on road con-
struction under any other Forest Serv-
ice program, so | hope we can have a
debate on this that focuses solely on
the issue at hand; that is, should road
building be a part of the forest health
program in this bill? 1 think the an-
swer is clearly no.

Forest health problems occur pri-
marily in areas where logging has oc-
curred. Those areas already are acces-
sible by roads. Therefore, if this bill is
designed to remedy forest health prob-
lems, there is no reason to build any
roads. The only reason to build roads
would be to facilitate more logging, in-
cluding in roadless areas, and the bill’s
sponsors claim that that is not the pur-
pose of the bill.

I am sure the chairman will point out
that this bill already bans the con-
struction of permanent roads. That is
true. The inclusion of that language
was a significant concession on his
part. But temporary roads are almost
as damaging as permanent ones. They
can cause erosion and other problems
while they are in use, and for years
thereafter. As erosion increases,
streams are damaged. As one environ-
mentalist said to me, the fish do not
know whether the road is permanent or
temporary.

The bill as it stands allows environ-
mental degradation to occur without
any balancing benefit. The temporary
roads will cause ecological damage, but
they are not needed to fulfill the pur-
poses of this bill.

Everyone around here who sings the
praises of cost-benefit analysis ought
to be appalled by a cost-benefit ratio
where the benefit is zero. My sub-
stitute will ensure that we do not build
roads under a program that does not
require them.

My second change would be a boon to
the American taxpayer. Under the bill,
any revenues generated by timber sales
under the health program go to the
States. This is bad in two ways. First,
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it deprives the Federal taxpayer of rev-
enues gained from national, that is
Federal, forests. No existing Forest
Service programs return all revenues
to the States.

Second, the bill’s scheme creates an
incentive to log in a program that is
not designed to promote logging. Under
the bill, State and local officials will
pressure the Forest Service to log to
give more revenue. We want decisions
on logging to be based on forest sites,
not local economics.

Third, my substitute makes a num-
ber of technical changes, many of
which had already been welcomed by
the staff of the Committee on Agri-
culture. Some of these changes are of
greater advantage to the bill’s sponsors
than they are to the opponents, but
their primary impact is to guarantee
all existing environmental reviews are
carried out under this new program.
That is the sponsors’ stated intent, and
these changes would ensure that their
intent is realized.

This substitute presents Congress
with a simple choice: we can function
as an ideological debating society,
spending time on bills that cannot pos-
sibly become law, like the bill before
us today, or we can make some changes
that ensure that this forest health pro-
gram actually functions as described,
and that the program actually becomes
law. To me, that seems like an easy
choice.

I am not going to offer this sub-
stitute because it has been developed
at the last minute, out of necessity, be-
cause of the dynamics of this process,
with changes being made from hour to
hour. But it demonstrates how easy it
would have been to craft a signable
bill. I urge defeat of this bill so we can
start again and end up with a law that
will make a difference.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, first | want to thank
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
BoeHLERT) for all of the work he has
attempted to do on this legislation and
the substitute that he was working on,
because | think he addressed a number
of important problems that certainly
are not cured or addressed in this legis-
lation, the most fundamental of which
is the roads and the ability to go into
roadless areas under this legislation.

As we have heard time and again in
our committee, the most degrading
conditions in the forest are those due
to past mismanagement, which include
the clear-cutting of old growth, and
which leads, then, to very crowded, less
fire-resistant, disease resistant second
growth, the roadbuildings, overgrazing
of these lands, and the fire suppression
policies.

We do not need roads to go back and
to improve the health of those forests
and restore them to make them viable
for us. This legislation does not do
that. Instead, this legislation pushes
forward, including road construction,
in the name of forest health.

I think the point is this, that this
legislation works on the premise that
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the only way you can restore the
health to the forest is to engage in
large-scale commercial logging once
again to improve forest health. All of
the past practices over the past 50
years suggest that it is just the oppo-
site of that, that that is exactly what
got us into this crisis. It was not just
that these forests all of a sudden have
become susceptible to fire and diseases,
but because of the management in the
past, that relied heavily on commercial
logging that far outstripped the sus-
tainability of the forests to engage in
that level of cut.

Somebody said earlier that they
wanted us to remember that trees are
renewable resources. | would like to
take them to vast areas of southern Or-
egon, vast areas of northern California,
where 30 years ago, 20 years ago, 15
years ago, trees were replanted because
of the cuts on steep grades, and in
unsustainable levels. They planted
trees.

If you go out on those 30-year cuts
you will find those trees barely come
up to your knees. Why? Because the
manner in which they practiced for-
estry, they cut down the trees, the top
soil gets washed down into the
streams, it Kills the streams, Kills the
fishery, and the replanting has no
value. It has no value.

What are we left with? We are left
with high elevation desert landscapes
that are denuded of any ability to sup-
port forests. Do Members know what?
The Forest Service and the timber in-
dustry count those replants as sustain-
ing the yields so that it can cut more
trees, because they say in 30 years
those trees will be on line. It is 30
years, Mr. Chairman, and those trees
are not fit for a Christmas tree in a
one-room apartment, but they want to
pretend that somehow that is commer-
cial forests, and the way to get these
forests healthy is to continue that
process.

It has been discredited. This Congress
has refused to engage in that practice.
We went through a great deal of pain in
the Pacific Northwest, in the State of
California because of this kind of mis-
management, and in other areas of the
Rocky Mountain northern tier. We are
not going to go back to those days. It
is not supported by our communities,
it is not supported by the constituents
throughout our States.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation in fact
again allows large-scale commercial
timbering in the Sierra Nevada Moun-
tains. We have received report after re-
port in recent times here that the Si-
erra Nevada is absolutely a fragile for-
est, that we have to make some very
difficult decisions if we are going to
maintain any of the late succession of
old growth forest, if we are going to re-
tain any of the ancient forests in the
Sierra Nevada.

Yet, this legislation will allow them
as part of these plans to push right on
into those roadless areas, the last
vestiges we have in a State of 30 mil-
lion people, a State soon to be at 45
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million people, that want to use these
forests with their families for a whole
series of multiple uses. They do not
want them sacrificed under a disguised
salvage policy.

This Nation looked on in shock as
this country was shut down over a sal-
vage rider on an appropriations bill, as
we shut down the government when the
President would not accept it. They
could not believe that would happen.
Finally, we sorted it out and Congress
rejected that approach to forest prac-
tices.

This legislation is designed to go
back to those practices. They have
dressed it all up, they have camou-
flaged it the best they can, but we are
back to basic salvage policy.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California (Mr. MiL-
LER) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MILLER
of California was allowed to proceed for
2 additional minutes.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, we are back to the basic prob-
lems. Not only do they raid the na-
tional forests with the practice allowed
under this legislation, they raid the na-
tional Treasury. They raid the national
Treasury, because all of the money
that would be derived from selling
these trees is not put into the Treasury
for the taxpayers of this country, who
paid for this function, who you are ask-
ing to put up $100 million over the next
5 years. They do not get a return on
the money they put. No. We give it to
the local community, to try to provide
an incentive to cut more trees. That
makes no sense at all. It makes no
sense at all, and we should not do it.

Finally, let me say that this contin-
ues the process of creating unappropri-
ated funds. Without regard to annual
appropriations, a fund is created here.
We sat in shock, Democrats, Repub-
licans, liberals, and conservatives, in
our committee hearing yesterday,
members of the Committee on the
Budget, the Committee on Appropria-
tions, the Committee on Resources, as
we listened to the Inspector General,
the CRS, the GAO tell us of the sham-
bles, the unaccountability, the loss,
the waste, the abuse of money within
these funds that no longer come back
to Congress and are accountable. We
ought not to create those funds and re-
create that mistake.

For reasons of fiscal policy, for rea-
son of forestry policy, this legislation
should be rejected. This is legislation
that cannot be fixed. Members ought to
vote against it.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BASS

Mr. BASS. Mr. Chairman, | offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BASS:

Add at the end the following new section:
SEC. .NORTHERN FOREST STEWARDSHIP.

(&) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be
cited as the ‘““Northern Forest Stewardship
Act”.

(b) DECLARATIONS.—Congress declares as
follows:
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(1) The 26,000,000-acre Northern Forest re-
gion is an extraordinary resource. The for-
ests in the region are rich in natural re-
sources and values cherished by residents
and visitors: timber, fiber, and wood for for-
est products and energy supporting success-
ful businesses and providing stable jobs for
residents; lakes, ponds, rivers, and streams
unspoiled by pollution or crowding human
development; tracts of land for wildlife habi-
tat and recreational use, and protected areas
to help preserve the biological integrity of
the region. This section is enacted to imple-
ment the Northern Forest Lands Council’s
vision of the Northern Forest as a landscape
of interlocking parts and pieces, reinforcing
each other: local communities, industrial
forest land, family and individual owner-
ships, small woodlots, recreation land, and
public and private conservation land.

(2) Current land ownership and manage-
ment patterns have served the people and
forests of the region well, but conditions
that up to now have conserved the Northern
Forest are no longer capable of ensuring per-
petuation of the forests; public policies re-
lating to the Northern Forest should seek to
reinforce rather than replace the patterns of
ownership and use of large, unbroken forest
areas that have characterized the land in the
Northern Forest for decades.

(3) This section effectuates certain rec-
ommendations of the Northern Forest Lands
Council that were developed with broad pub-
lic input and the involvement of Federal,
State, and local governments. The actions
described in this section to implement those
recommendations are most appropriately di-
rected by the Northern Forest States, with
assistance from the Federal Government, as
requested by the States. Implementation of
the recommendations should be guided by
the fundamental principles laid out by the
Northern Forest Lands Council report. Those
principles provide the foundation for the in-
tent of this section: to support the primary
role of the Northern Forest States in the
management of their forests, to support the
traditions of the region, to emphasize the
rights and responsibilities of the landowners,
and to advance new mechanisms for coopera-
tive conservation of the Northern Forest
lands and its resources for future genera-
tions.

(c) SUPPORT FOR SUSTAINABLE FOREST MAN-
AGEMENT.—At the request of the Governor of
the State of Maine, New Hampshire, New
York, or Vermont, the Secretary of Agri-
culture, acting through the Chief of the For-
est Service, may provide technical assist-
ance under the Cooperative Forestry Act of
1978 (16 U.S.C. 2101 et seq.) to—

(1) support a State-based process, directed
by the State, to define benchmarks of sus-
tainability for a variety of forest types to
achieve the principles of sustainability de-
veloped by the Northern Forest Lands Coun-
cil;

(2) publicize, explain the application of,
and distribute the benchmarks to forest
landowners; and

(3) educate the public that timber harvest-
ing is a responsible forest use so long as the
long-term ability of the forest to continue
producing timber and other benefits is main-
tained.

(d) NORTHERN FOREST RESEARCH COOPERA-
TIVE.—At the request of the Governor of the
State of Maine, New Hampshire, New York,
or Vermont, the Secretary of Agriculture
(acting through the Northeastern Forest Ex-
periment Station and the Chief of the Forest
Service) may work with the State, the land
grant universities of the State, natural re-
source and forestry schools, other Federal
agencies, and other interested parties in as-
sisting the State in coordinating ecological
and economic research, including—
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(1) research on ecosystem health, forest
management, product development, econom-
ics, and related fields;

(2) research to help the States and land-
owners achieve the principles of sustain-
ability under subsection (c) as recommended
by the Northern Forest Lands Council;

(3) technology transfer to the wood prod-
ucts industry on efficient processing, pollu-
tion prevention, and energy conservation;

(4) dissemination of existing and new infor-
mation to landowners, public and private re-
source managers, State forest citizen advi-
sory committees, and the general public
through professional associations, publica-
tions, and other information clearinghouse
activities; and

(5) analysis of strategies for the protection
of areas of outstanding ecological signifi-
cance, high biodiversity, and the provision of
important recreational opportunities, in-
cluding strategies for areas identified
through State land conservation planning
processes.

(e) INTERSTATE COORDINATION STRATEGY.—
At the request of 2 or more of the Governors
of the States of Maine, New Hampshire, New
York, or Vermont, the Secretary of Agri-
culture, acting through the Chief of the For-
est Service, may make a representative
available to meet with representatives of the
States to coordinate the implementation of
Federal and State policy recommendations
identified in the Northern Forest Lands
Council report.

(f) LAND CONSERVATION.—

(1) FEDERAL ASSISTANCE.—At the request of
the Governor of the State of Maine, New
Hampshire, Vermont, or New York, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture (acting through the
Chief of the Forest Service) and the Sec-
retary of the Interior (acting through the Di-
rector of the National Park Service and Di-
rector of the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service) may provide technical and financial
assistance for a State-managed public land
conservation planning process and land con-
servation initiatives directed by the State
that employ a variety of conservation tools,
consistent with the recommendations of the
Northern National Forest Lands Council.

(2) PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT.—The planning
process for a State described in paragraph (1)
shall establish a goal-oriented land conserva-
tion program that includes, at the discretion
of the Governor—

(A) identification of, and setting of prior-
ities for the acquisition of, fee or less-than-
fee interests in exceptional and important
lands, in accordance with criteria set by the
State that are consistent with the rec-
ommendations of Northern Forest Lands
Council, including—

(i) places offering outstanding recreational
opportunities, including locations for hunt-
ing, fishing, trapping, hiking, camping, and
other forms of back-country recreation;

(i) recreational access to river and lake
shorelines;

(iii) land supporting vital ecological func-
tions and values;

(iv) habitats for rare, threatened, or endan-
gered natural communities, plants, or wild-
life;

(v) areas of outstanding scenic value and
significant geological features; and

(vi) working private forest lands that are
of such significance or so threatened by con-
version that conservation easements should
be purchased;

(B) acquisition of land and interests in
land only from willing sellers, with commu-
nity support consistent with Federal, State,
and local laws applicable in each State on
the date of enactment of this Act;

(C) involvement of local governments and
landowners in the planning process in a
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meaningful way that acknowledges their
concerns about public land acquisition;

(D) recognition that zoning, while an im-
portant land use mechanism, is not an appro-
priate substitution for acquisition;

(E) assurances that unilateral eminent do-
main will be used only with the consent of
the landowner to clear title and establish
purchase prices;

(F) efficient use of public funds by purchas-
ing only the rights necessary to best identify
and protect exceptional values;

(G) consideration of the potential impacts
and benefits of land and easement acquisi-
tion on local and regional economies;

(H) consideration of the necessity of in-
cluding costs of future public land manage-
ment in the assessment of overall costs of
acquisition;

(I) minimization of adverse tax con-
sequences to municipalities by making funds
available to continue to pay property taxes
based at least on current use valuation of
parcels acquired, payments in lieu of taxes,
user fee revenues, or other benefits, where
appropriate;

(J) identification of the potential for ex-
changing public land for privately held land
of greater public value; and

(K) assurances that any land or interests
inland that are acquired are used and man-
aged for their intended purposes.

(3) WILLING SELLER.—No Federal funds
made available to carry out this section may
be expended for acquisition of private or pub-
lic property unless the owner of the property
willingly offers the property for sale.

(4) LAND ACQUISITION.—

(A) FuUNDING.—After completion of the
planning process under paragraph (2), a Fed-
eral and State cooperative land acquisition
project under this section may be carried out
with funding provided in partnership with
the Federal Government or with funding pro-
vided by both the Federal Government and a
State government.

(B) OBJECTIVES.—A cooperative land acqui-
sition project funded under this section shall
promote State land conservation objectives
that correspond with the recommendations
of the Northern Forest Lands Council.

(5) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated
under sections 5 and 6 of the Land and Water
Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601-
7, 4601-8) such sums as are necessary to carry
out the purposes described in this sub-
section.

(g) SENSE OF CONGRESS CONCERNING FED-
ERAL TAX Poricy.—It is the sense of Con-
gress that—

(1) certain Federal tax policies work
against the long-term ownership, manage-
ment, and conservation of forest land in the
Northern Forest region; and

(2) Congress and the President should
enact additional legislation to address those
tax policies as soon as possible.

(h) LANDOWNER LIABILITY EXEMPTION.—

(1) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(A) many landowners keep their land open
and available for responsible recreation; and

(B) private lands help provide important
forest-based recreation opportunities for the
public in the Northern Forest region.

(2) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that States and other interested
persons should pursue initiatives that—

(A) strengthen relief-from-liability laws to
protect landowners that allow responsible
public recreational use of their lands;

(B) update relief-from-liability laws to es-
tablish hold-harmless mechanisms for land-
owners that open their land to public use, in-
cluding provision for payment by the State
of the costs of a landowner’s defense against
personal injury suits and of the costs of re-
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pairing property damage and removing lit-
ter;

(C) provide additional reductions in prop-
erty taxes for landowners that allow respon-
sible public recreational use of their lands;

(D) provide for purchases by the State of
land in fee and of temporary and permanent
recreation easements and leases, including
rights of access;

(E) foster State and private cooperative
recreation agreements;

(F) create recreation coordinator and land-
owner liaison and remote ranger positions in
State government to assist in the manage-
ment of public use of private lands and pro-
vide recreation opportunities and other simi-
lar services;

(G) strengthen enforcement of trespass,
antilittering, and antidumping laws;

(H) improve recreation user education pro-
grams; and

(I) improve capacity in State park and
recreation agencies to measure recreational
use (including types, amounts, locations, and
concentrations of use) and identify and ad-
dress trends in use before the trends create
problems.

(i) NONGAME CONSERVATION.—

(1) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(A) private landowners often manage their
lands in ways that produce a variety of pub-
lic benefits, including wildlif